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THE EASTERN QUESTION 
AND THE TANZIMAT ERA 


Hagop Barsoumian 


The Eastern Question 


B: the end of the seventeenth century, the Ottoman Empire had 

entered a period of military, economic, and administrative 
decline. As a consequence, the Turks were gradually forced out of the 
Balkans and the Near East. The recession of Turkish power created a 
political vacuum that European diplomacy tried to fill in an orderly 
fashion. However, in general, the European major powers rivaled each 
other and even entered into open conflict in their attempts to take 
advantage of or to fill the political gap created by the weakness of the 
Ottoman state. The Eastern Question, which essentially was this intri- 
cate European diplomatic problem, kept the powers preoccupied until 
the end of World War I. 


The Russian Advance 


Both Austria and Russia exploited Ottoman :nilitary debility. While 
Russia unremittingly pursued an aggressive policy vis-à-vis the Otto- 
man Empire, with a clearly perceived goal in mind, Austria, after an 
initial spurt of successful military campaigns at the end of the seven- 
teenth century, slackened and eventually ceased to confront its erstwhile 
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enemy. Beginning with Peter the Great, tsarist foreign policy was 
directed toward reaching first the shores of the Black Sea and then the 
“warm waters” of the Mediterranean. The turning point in Russian- 
Turkish relations was the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji, signed on July 10, 
1774. Not only did the treaty signal the beginning of Russia’s advance 
in the Black Sea region and the Balkans, but it established the right of 
Russia to intervene in Ottoman internal affairs on behalf of its coreli- 
gionist Orthodox Christians. This treaty set the tone for relations be- 
tween the two neighboring states until their dissolution by the end of 
World War I. 

Until the 1790s Russian advances in the Balkans, as well as in the 
Caucasus, were made in cooperation with the Habsburg Empire, the 
other great power in the region, and the support of Great Britain, while 
France and Prussia simply acquiesced. This unusual harmony in inter- 
national diplomacy ended when Prime Minister William Pitt the Youn- 
ger publicly stated that Russian expansion at the expense of the Ottoman 
Empire was contrary to British interests. Despite internal opposition 
deploring British support for the autocratic and despotic rule of the 
sultan over his Christian subjects, British policy in the Balkans and the 
Near East henceforth was to maintain the territorial integrity of the 
Ottoman Empire. Tsarist territorial expansion in the Balkans and in Asia 
was perceived as a threat to the safety of imperial trade routes to British 
possessions in the Far East. 

In spite of this British opposition, at the turn of the nineteenth 
century Russia had come to dominate the Black Sea and had advanced 
to the banks of the Dniester River, at the entrance to the Balkan 
peninsula. The geographical proximity of mighty Russia, on the one 
hand, and its propaganda presenting itself as the liberator of all the 
Orthodox Christians, on the other, raised the hopes of all the Balkan 
peoples who looked for Russian assistance to cast off the heavy yoke of 
Turkish domination. 


Nationalism in the Balkans 


Russian penetration into the Balkans coincided with the spread of 
nationalism there. Cultural nationalism, developed at the end of the 
eighteenth century in the works of some German writers (such as Herder, 
Novalis, Schleiermacher, and Fichte) reached the Balkan peoples 
through the writings of native intellectuals. At first, the spoken vernac- 
ulars were raised to the level of literary languages, replacing the dead 
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classical languages—Classical Greek for the Greeks and Church Slavo- 
nic for the Slavic peoples. In addition, secular works written in the 
modern languages disseminated the ideas of the Age of Enlightenment 
and the French Revolution, while historical writings glorified the past 
of each people, rekindling its national consciousness. 

The existence of large expatriate communities abroad also contrib- 
uted to the national revival of these peoples. These communities—in 
Austria, Italy, France, Germany, and especially Russia—continued to 
maintain close relations with their compatriots in the homeland. Enjoy- 
ing more freedom and security, as well as higher educational and living 
standards, they flourished economically and culturally. They harbored 

 nationalist intellectuals, provided a fertile ground for the dissemination 
of progressive ideologies, and offered a safe haven for the organization 
of secret revolutionary groups. 

Simultaneously, the Balkan merchants had established commer- 
cial relations with West European countries that they visited on business 
trips. They were thus exposed to the liberal and enlightened rule of 
European governments and to the life-style of European society, and 
naturally compared what was seen in Europe with conditions in the 
homelands. They saw Ottoman rule as arbitrary and oppressive, with its 
burdensome and discriminatory taxation system and insecurity of life 
and property. The Balkan merchants were struck by the supportive 
policy of European governments, which encouraged competitors 
through various means, while they lived under the constant threat of 
confiscation of capital, sometimes ending even in imprisonment and 
death. The rule of the sultan was perceived as an impediment to 
merchants' economic progress and a menace to their personal well-being 
and safety. As a consequence, the usually conservative-minded traders 
began to entertain hopes for the overthrow of the sultan. Thus the 
intellectual and the merchant, fostering desires for complete change, one 
for ideological motives and the other for economic considerations, 
developed into agents of revolutionary propaganda and activity. 


Emancipatory Movements 


The Serbian Rebellion (1804—1830) 


In the beginning, the Serbs did not rise in rebellion against the authority 
of the sultan but against the lawless Janissaries, who, after ransacking 
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and plundering Serbian villages, hanged seventy-two leaders. Under the 
leadership of a local rebel, Kara George or George Petrovich, in Febru- 
ary 1804, the Serbs started to attack Janissary outposts as a preventive 
measure. The mediation of Austria failed, for the sultan refused to give 
any guarantees against mistreatment by the Janissaries and did not allow 
the rebels to retain their weapons. The warfare resumed, but the rebellion 
had taken a more ominous turn; the Serbs were now fighting the sultan’s 
government. In the following three years several Turkish armies were 
defeated. In the meantime, Kara George tried in vain to win the support 
of Austria, Russia, and France successively. In the aftermath of the 
alliance of Sultan Selim III with Napoleon in 1806, Tsar Alexander I 
offered the Serbs his full support, while the sultan proffered virtual 
autonomy to Serbia. 

During the second phase of the Serbian revolt, the new leader, 
Milosh Obrenovich, skillfully exploited the international political situ- 
ation as well as the sultan’s weakness. The Turks preferred to come to 
terms with Obrenovich, who was successfully leading the new revolt 
that had started in 1814. The agreement with the Ottoman government 
provided the Serbs with a national assembly and permission to retain 
their arms. Eventually, after the Treaty of Adrianople (September 14, 
1829), Serbia became an autonomous principality, with Obrenovich as 
the hereditary prince but under the suzerainty of the sultan (decree of 
August 28, 1830). Serbia would be made independent in the Treaty of 
Berlin (July 13, 1878). 


The Greek Revolution 


Unlike the Serbian revolt, the Greek Revolution, with its ideological 
foundation and international diplomatic complexities, had a deep impact 
on the subject peoples of the Ottoman Empire. The Greek communities 
abroad, well advanced culturally and economically, also were hotbeds 
of revolutionary propaganda. The first serious secret revolutionary 
organization, disguised under an innocuous name, Philike Hetairia 
(Society of Friends), was founded in Odessa, Russia, in 1814 by Greek 
merchants. Its leader, Alexander Ypsilantis, a high officer in the Russian 
army, unfurled the flag of revolt on March 18, 1921, in Moldavia 
(Romania), hoping to win the support of the coreligionist Romanians. 
But the Romanians were not interested in an essentially alien cause; soon 
the “Sacred Battalion” of young patriotic Greeks was crushed and 
Ypsilantis fled to Austria. 
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The torch of the revolt was taken up by the Greeks in the homeland 
proper, when, on April 6, 1821, a group of Greek notables proclaimed 
their insurrection against the sultan. In the beginning, the rebels success- 
fully attacked Turkish garrisons and drove the Turkish forces out of the 
Morea. Within a year the Greeks controlled all of Morea and captured 
Athens, Thebes, and the fortress of Missolonghi in the north. Several 
attempts by the Turks to defeat the rebels failed. Sultan Mahmud II, in 
despair, called on his vassal Muhammad Ali, governor of Egypt, who 
dispatched his able son Ibrahim at the head of an expeditionary force. 
After capturing Crete, Ibrahim Pasha reached the Morea in the winter 
of 1825 without opposition. By then the Greeks were deeply divided 
and were on the verge of a civil war. Ibrahim’s army advanced, ruth- 
lessly slaughtering the Greeks on its way. In a coordinated attack 
Turkish and Egyptian forces seized Missolonghi in April 1826, where 
with the valiant defenders of the fortress the renowned English poet, 
Lord Byron, lost his life. It seemed that the revolution was doomed, but 
then the European powers intervened. 

News of the atrocities committed by the invading forces aroused 
European public opinion in defense of the Greeks. Philhellenic organi- 
zations in France and Britain actively supported the Greek cause and 
sought the intervention of the major powers. In August 1827 Great 
Britain, France, and Russia offered to intervene. The Greeks accepted 
the offer, whereas the Turks refused. The Allied fleets in the eastern 
Mediterranean received instructions to intercept supplies destined for 
the Egyptian army and help bring about a cessation of hostilities. At the 
Battle of Navarino Bay (October 20, 1827), the Egyptian and Turkish 
fleets were completely destroyed. 

At this juncture, under Allied pressure, Muhammad Ali evacuated 
his forces, while Russia declared war against the Ottoman Empire in 
April 1828, as a response to the sultan’s abrogation of an earlier 
convention. This war too ended with the defeat of the Ottoman armies 
and the signing of the Treaty of Adrianople in 1829. In an adjunct 
agreement, the Treaty of London (February 3, 1830), the sultan recog- 
nized the independence of Greece. 


Latent Balkan Nationalism 


The successful struggles of the Serbs and the Greeks were not lost upon 
the other Balkan peoples. Nationalism was now well rooted in the 
region. Soon the entire peninsula was to be marked by the continuing 
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growth of secret societies. Despite difficulties of communication, na- 
tionalism was to spread from the Balkans to the Asiatic parts of the 
empire. The misrule and tyranny of the Turkish state was equally 
unbearable to all. Mistreatment and exploitation were common, espe- 
cially in the economic sphere, with the heavy taxation of the subjects of 
the sultan, Christian and Muslim alike. 

Pan-Slavism, with its emphasis on the racial affinity and political 
solidarity ofthe Slavic peoples in Europe, fanned nationalistic feelings 
in the Balkans on the one hand and served as a vehicle of Russian 
expansionist policy on the other. Russia was perceived as the cham- 
pion and liberator of all the Slavs. In spite of the open rebellion of 
Serbs and Greeks and the concealed uneasiness of the other national 
groups, the Ottoman state was as torpid and lethargic as ever, oblivious 
to its internal difficulties and problems. There were voices, however, 
both within and without the empire that signaled the need for change 
and reform. External events and pressures were to force the sultan to 
initiate some reforms. 


The Tanzimat 


In the history of the Ottoman Empire, the forty-year period between 
1839 and 1878 is characterized by the series of reforms that are collec- 
tively called Tanzimat (Reorganization or Reform). Unlike the previous 
reforms, which were simply attempts to revive old Ottoman institutions, 
these were endeavors to modernize and Westernize both the regime and 
the society of the Ottoman state. The reforms culminated in the creation 
of an Ottoman constitution in 1876; one year later the reformist trend 
came to an abrupt end as Sultan Abdul-Hamid II suspended the consti- 
tution and began his autocratic rule. Two reform edicts form the corner- 
stones of the tanzimat period: the Noble Rescript of 1839 and the 
Imperial Rescript of 1856. 


- The Noble Rescript of 1839 


It was in the aftermath of the disastrous defeat of the Ottoman armies 
by the Egyptian forces of Muhammad Ali and the armed intervention of 
Great Britain, Russia, and Austria saving the Ottoman realm from the 
Egyptian threat that the young sultan, Abdul-Mejid, issued the imperial 


THE EASTERN QUESTION AND THE TANZIMAT ERA 181 


decree called the Noble Rescript of the Rose Chamber—Hatt-i Sherif of 
Gulhane—on November 3, 1839. This decree inaugurated the tanzimat 
period. 

By the mid-1830s the maintenance of the territorial integrity of the 
Ottoman Empire and the strengthening of it formed the primary goal of 
British foreign policy in the Near East. The Foreign Office viewed the 
realm of the sultans as a vital link for British imperial trade with India 
and its Far Eastern colonies. In order to invigorate the Ottoman state, to 
prevent rebellions by any disgruntled peoples, especially in the Balkans, 
and to avoid giving any pretext for Russian intervention on behalf of its 
coreligionists, the British advised and exerted pressure on the sultan’s 
government to introduce new reforms. 

Many Ottoman statesmen and public servants had warned vari- 
ous sultans of the need for reform to revitalize the empire, but the | 
emphasis invariably was on the military field. Even the reforms of 
Mahmud II (1807-1839) were intended to strengthen the army first, 
then the central government. Now, for the first time, the reforms 
concerned the subjects of the sultan. 

The decree provided guarantees for the “perfect security of life, 
honor, and fortune” of all the subjects. It enunciated the abolition of tax 
farming and abuses associated with it, the establishment of a regular 
system of taxation, and the setting up of an orderly recruitment for the 
army. It also provided for public and fair trial for all crimes, as well as 
equality before the law for all subjects “of whatever religion or sect they 
may be.” More than any other stipulation, it was the last principle that 
was the most sweeping novelty, for it was breaking with Islamic law and 
tradition. These high-sounding principles did not constitute a bill of 
rights or an act of legislation; the sultan, as a manifestation of his 
munificence and care for his subjects, had granted the decree; he could 
rescind it anytime he wished. Moreover, for its application he was 
accountable to no authority, spiritual or civil. 

The Noble Rescript was followed by a number of other reform 
. measures in the legal, financial, educational, administrative, and 
military fields. Seemingly, the Ottoman state had entered into a 
period of innovation, modernization, and regeneration. But soon the 
discrepancy between the ideal of the reforms and the ignominious 
reality of Ottoman life were exposed to all, both within and without 
the empire. The sincerity and efforts of Turkish reformers were not 
sufficient to dissuade the European powers from insisting on the need 
for new reforms. 
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The Imperial Rescript of 1856 


Under the strong pressure of the French, Austrian, and especially British 
governments, the sultan promulgated a new reform edict, the Imperial 
Rescript—Hatt-i Humayun—on February 18, 1856. The new decree 
reconfirmed the principles of the 1839 Noble Rescript, such as the 
abolition of the much-abused tax farming and the full equality of all 
Ottoman subjects before the law, regardless of religion. The edict dealt 
also with the status of non-Muslims, individually and collectively. In 
the previous year, the degrading poll tax was abolished and conscription 
in the army for non-Muslims recognized, with the option of payment of 
an exemption tax equal to the abolished poll tax. The new rescript clearly 
stated that no class of subjects should be “inferior to another class on 
account of religion, language, or race.” In addition, it enjoined the 
non-Muslim millets to reform their organizational structure, allotting 
laymen greater representation and control in millet affairs. One of the 
fundamental changes brought about by this decree was, then, the reor- 
ganization of the millets. 


The Armenian Millet 


The Millet System 


Originally the Arabic term “millet” was used to denote the community of 
Muslims in contradistinction to the non-Muslims, who were called dhimmi 
(in Arabic) or zimmi (in Turkish). The dhimmis were “the protected and 
tolerated people” who accepted a subordinate status and who paid a poll 
tax as a price for their protection. In a Muslim state, the individual’s place 
in society was determined first and foremost by his religion. 

In the Ottoman context, millet gradually came to designate the 
non-Muslim communities. Each millet was a self-contained religious 
entity, enjoying autonomy in its internal affairs. For its governance, it 
was allowed to maintain traditional customs, laws, and institutions 
dealing basically with personal status, such as marriage, divorce, and 
inheritance. The millet was permitted freedom of worship within certain 
bounds: During Muslim religious ceremonies noise and display were to 
be avoided; often no bells could be built on churches; and so forth. 

Discrimination against the zimmis had two dimensions: on the 
millet-wide community basis and on the individual level. It was in the 
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latter situation that the non-Muslims felt their legal, social, and financial 
disabilities most strongly. Such practices as the wearing of a large sign 
of the cross on the chest for Christians or the star of David on the back 
for Jews had been discarded; but as late as the mid-nineteenth century 
distinctive clothing, the show of deference to Muslims, the interdiction 
against a zimmi to bear arms or to ride on a horse, the nonacceptance of 
the testimony of a non-Muslim against a Muslim in a court of law, and 
other such discriminatory measures were still in use. The most concrete 
and burdensome aspect of this inequality was the payment of higher 
taxes, which affected the daily life of the zimmi. 

What mattered for the Ottomans was the orderly administration of 
their multireligious and multiethnic empire and most of all the system- 
atic taxation of all subjects. Since the middle of the seventeenth century, 
the empire had been losing territory and sources of income, its expen- 
ditures continued to grow rapidly, and yet the sultans did not cease to 
spend lavishly. The millet system provided an expedient vehicle for 
administrative purposes. As a method of administration for an empire 
with diverse races, languages, cultures, and religions, the millet system 
was an offensive scheme, which functioned well so long as the non- 
Muslims accepted their status of inferiority and subservience. Once they 
refused to accept the restrictions and bonds imposed on them, then the 
whole system gradually collapsed. Ideas of liberalism and nationalism 
created yearnings for independent nationhood, which replaced the no- 
tions of social order represented by the system of religious communities. 

At the turn of the nineteenth century, there were three major millets 
in the Ottoman state: the Greek Orthodox, the Armenian, and the Jewish. 
The Greek Orthodox millet was the largest; it included, in addition to 
Greeks, Serbs, Bulgarians, Romanians, Macedonians, Vlachs, some 
Albanians and Arabs, and others. The head of the millet was the 
universal patriarch at Constantinople. The Jewish millet incorporated 
the various Jewish congregations: the indigenous Rabbinite (followers 
of Talmudic Judaism) and Karaite communities and the Iberian im- 
migrants who came to Constantinople from Spain after 1492, fleeing 
persecution, who soon formed the majority of Ottoman Jewry. 


The Armenian Millet 


All the Armenians living within the borders of the Ottoman Empire were 
members of the Ermeni (Armenian) millet, which was the second largest. 
The central government recognized only the authority and responsibility 
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of the Armenian Patriarch of Constantinople for the management of 
millet affairs. Some of the unclassified Christians of the empire were 
assumed to belong to the Armenian millet. The Assyrians, for example, 
voluntarily joined the Armenian millet in 1783. 

From the second quarter of the nineteenth century, the Armenian 
millet was to acquire greater importance and influence, politically and 
economically, especially after the secession and independence of 
Greece. The Armenians were then considered the most reliable elements 
in the empire, and the millet was called Millet-i-Sakika (the loyal millet). 
However, during the last quarter of the nineteenth century, this state of 
affairs would change, because of the mistreatment and persecution of 
Armenians by the Turkish government. 


The Armenian Patriarchate of 
Constantinople (Istanbul) 


As an institution, the Armenian Patriarchate was the creation of the 
Ottoman state. Recent research has refuted the presumed date of its 
establishment in 1461. The patriarchate is thought to have been set up 
during the second quarter of the sixteenth century (between 1526 and 
1543). Through a long period of evolution, it grew from a mere vicariate 
to a universal center of religious and civil authority. By the middle of 
the eighteenth century, this process of transformation and growth 
reached its completion when the patriarchate acquired jurisdiction over 
all the Armenians of the empire, except for the few localities under the 
authority of the catholicosate of Sis (whose territory comprised essen- 
tially Cilicia), the catholicosate of Aghtamar (whose control was limited 
to a number of towns and villages in the south of Lake Van), and the 
patriarchate of Jerusalem (which exercised authority over communities 
in Palestine, southern Syria, Lebanon, Cyprus, and Egypt). The cathol- 
icoi, including the catholicos of Echmiadzin, needed the assistance of 
the patriarch of Constantinople for their dealings with the Ottoman 
central government. In ecclesiastical hierarchy the patriarchate was 
inferior to the three catholicosates, but in real life it carried more prestige 
and weight than its spiritual superiors until the middle of the nineteenth 
century. While the three catholicosates were located in geographically 
isolated places, the patriarchate was situated in a sprawling and cosmo- 
politan imperial metropolis. 

The patriarch was both the spiritual and civic leader of the entire 
Armenian population of the empire. As milletbashi (head of the millet), 
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the patriarch ranked equal to a pasha. His investiture came directly 
from the sultan through the issuance of an imperial decree. The 
patriarch was personally responsible for the administration of his 
millet and for the collection of state taxes. As a corollary to this 
responsibility, he enjoyed complete jurisdiction over the Armenian 
millet, that is, over its religious, charitable, and educational institu- 
tions. Within the patriarchal premises he had his own court and prison, 
where he could try all cases except those involving "public security 
and crime." His mere word was sufficient for the authorities to send 
any individual—cleric or layman—into exile. People dreaded this 
almost absolute power of the patriarch over their lives. 

The patriarch enjoyed many other privileges, such as the right to 
own property, to be exempt from taxation, and to appoint tax collectors 
for the gathering of state taxes from members of his millet. Among his 
jurisdictional protocols, the patriarch was vested with the authority to 
grant permission for the construction and repair of churches, monaster- 
ies, schools, and printing establishments. In fact, he had total control 
over religious and secular education in his millet, as well as over 
publications. i 

The patriarch was both the symbol and the real head of the 
Armenian Church, and as such it was incumbent upon him to defend the 
national church against the encroachments of Catholic priests and 
Protestant missionaries, who began to gain converts in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries. | | 


The Emergence of the Catholic Armenian Millet 


Since the days of the Cilician kingdom, Armenians had been in contact 
with the Catholic Church. The latter had tried to bring the Armenian 
Church under its sway, but all the attempts had failed. Catholic propa- 
ganda was resumed with new vigor and militancy thanks to the diplo- 
matic and financial support of such Catholic Western powers as France 
and Austria. As early as the seventeenth century, the Jesuit and Capuchin 
congregations penetrated the Ottoman Empire; the latter funded its own 
school in Constantinople in 1679 and soon won over some converts, 
including priests from the Armenian Church. At first, the Armenian 
Church resisted the Catholic missionaries with some success, the Otto- 
man government lending its own support to the Armenian Church, 
which it considered endogenous. In this period Patriarch Avedik 
Evdokiatsi, who had vigorously opposed the Catholics, was even 
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abducted by the French in 1703, when he was on his way to Jerusalem, 
and reportedly was imprisoned in Paris. 

Despite the efforts of the patriarchs, Catholicism spread among 
Armenians, thanks to the lure of education, culture, and political sup- 
port. The number of Armenian Catholics grew, but they had neither a 
separate church nor legal status of their own. To the authorities they 
were still members of the Armenian millet. Since the efforts to eradicate 
Catholic influence among Armenians failed, the church attempted to win 
back its ^schismatic" members. _ 

At this time the Catholics were divided into two major camps, the 
Collegians and the Abbotians. The Collegians (named after the College 
for the Propaganda of the Faith, whose headquarters were located in 
Rome) insisted on the supremacy of the pope and denied the validity of 
the sacraments of the Armenian Church, while the Abbotians (named 
after Abbot Mekhitar), comprising mainly the Mekhitarists of Venice 
and their followers, faithfully kept many of the traditions of the Mother 
Church and were favorably disposed toward union. The first two at- 
tempts at unity, in 1810 and 1817, were initiated by the patriarchs; both 
failed. The third attempt was ordered by the Ottoman government in 
1820. After three months of discussion, a declaration of faith called 
Hraver siro (Call to Love) was formulated as a compromise between 
the Armenian Apostolic and the Catholic doctrines (April 2, 1820). 
Within a short time, the Collegians, hostile to the unity, thwarted and 
disrupted the reconciliation. Considering the riots instigated by the 
Collegians as rebellion against the state, the government used force to 
restore order and peace in the community. Scores were thrown into 
prison and many sent into exile, while a few were hanged, from among 
both the Catholics and members of the national church. 

Heeding the advice of lay leaders, the patriarch appointed a 
Catholic priest as vicar in the patriarchate for Catholic Armenians. 
During the Greek Revolution, Sultan Mahmud II, as a defiant gesture 
against the Allied powers, issued an edict, in December 1827, for the 
banishment of Catholic Armenians from the capital to the interior. As 
a consequence, thousands suffered, many dying from the cold and 
rigors of the journey. The Treaty of Adrianople provided not only for 
the return of these Catholics but also their right to have their own 
church and separate administration. The election of the Catholic cleric 
Hagopos as head of the Armenian Catholic Church was ratified by an 
imperial decree on May 24, 1831, which, in effect, signified recogni- 
tion of the separate status of that community as a distinct millet. 
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Eventually the bishopric was raised to the status of patriarchate by the 
decree of April 17, 1834. 


The Emergence of the Evangelical Armenian Millet 


Unlike Catholicism, Armenians came into contact with Protestantism 
only in the beginning of the nineteenth century. The formation of the 
American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions in 1810, at 
Bradford, Connecticut, was the turning point in the spread of Protestant- 
ism in the Near East and other parts of the world. Before their arrival 
American and British missionaries had the Bible printed in Classical 
Armenian, in the vernacular, and in Armeno-Turkish (meaning Turkish 
written with Armenian characters), and had it distributed among Arme- 
nians as early as 1811. At first the Armenian Church leaders welcomed 
this dissemination of the Holy Scriptures, but soon they discovered the 
dogmatic differences in the Bible printed by the missionaries and the 
real intent of the latter, whose purported motive was the conversion of 
Muslims and Jews. 

In 1824 three celibate priests from the Armenian Congregation of 
~ St. James of Jerusalem embraced the new dogma. Encouraged by this 
success, the board dispatched three of its ablest missionaries (Eli Smith, 
H.G.O. Dwight, and William Goddell) during 1830-1831 to the Ottoman 
Empire to work among the Armenians. Missionary effort now went 
forward with vigor and dynamism. The American missionaries were 
well received by the patriarch and the people. In 1834 the missionaries 
opened their first school in Constantinople, to be followed soon in 
Smyrna (Izmir) and in most cities and towns of Western Armenia and 
Cilicia. The methodical work of the missionaries was rewarded: Many 
were won over. The national church responded by electing a tough- 
minded and resolutely anti-Protestant bishop, Hagopos Seropian, to the 
patriarchal throne. The new patriarch, supported by the lay leadership, 
was so indiscriminate in his persecution of individuals suspected of 
Protestant sympathies that his severity backfired. He was forced to be 
more moderate. 

In the meantime, new missionaries had arrived; new schools, . 
especially Bible-study Sunday schools, were opened; and the number 
of Evangelical Armenians increased. Free education was the most 
effective lure in the hands of the missionaries, who, in addition to the 
study and interpretation of the Gospel, imparted to their students such 
modern concepts as liberty, equality, and nationality. The Mother 
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Church fought back by opening many schools, including the Jemaran in 
1839, and offering quasi-free education to Armenian youth. Moreover, 
some of the new converts were publicly excommunicated, among them 
a cleric, as individuals who had forsaken the national church. 

By 1845 the number of Evangelical Armenians had risen to 8,000, 
alarming the leadership of the Mother Church. New and effective 
measures were undertaken that succeeded in reducing the number of 
Protestant Armenians. The Evangelicals now demanded separation from 
the national church and the creation of a Protestant Church. The ambas- 
sadors of Prussia, of the United States, and especially of Great Britain, 
Sir Stratford Canning, had shown great interest in the spread of Protes- 
tantism. The British ambassador seemingly approved the conciliatory 
overtures of Patriarch Madteos Chukhadjian but covertly lent support 
to the Protestants. 

In the midst of reciprocal accusations, Evangelical Armenians 
announced, on July 1, 1846, the formation of the First Evangelical 
Armenian Church of Constantinople, at the residence of American 
missionary Dwight, along with the election of the first pastor of that 
church, the Reverend Apisoghom Utudjian. In the same year, three other 
Evangelical churches were organized, followed by many others in the 
Armenian-inhabited provinces. At the intercession of the British ambas- 
sador, an imperial edict was issued in November 1847, establishing a 
separate millet for the Evangelical Armenians. 


The Armenian Community of Constantinople 


Constantinople, or Istanbul, was the site of the powerful patriarchate. In 
addition, the most important Armenian community of the Ottoman 
Empire lived in the sultan’s capital, as it was the largest as well as the 
most advanced culturally and economically. 

Constantinople, the original Greek name of the famous city that 
Christians continued to use, had an Armenian colony long before the 
Ottoman conquest of the Byzantine capital in 1453. Under Ottoman rule, 
the number of the Armenian inhabitants of the city increased steadily. 
By voluntary or forced migration, Armenians moved to the new Otto- 
man capital from all corners of Armenia, Anatolia, Iran, and even the 
Crimea. By the end of the eighteenth century, the number of Armenians 
living in the capital was estimated at 150,000; around the mid-nineteenth 
century this number had risen to 225,000; and by the 1880s to over 
250,000 or, according to some sources, as many as 300,000. 
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Armenians lived clustered in certain quarters of the city, such as 
Kum Kapu, Galatia, Uskudar, and in some outlying villages that were 
completely Armenian-inhabited: Khas Kiugh, Kadi Kiugh, Makri 
Kiugh, Micha Kiugh, and so forth. Armenian society was divided and 
stratified. There was perennial competition between “insiders” and 
“outsiders.” The “insiders” (nersetsi) were those who had been settled 
in the capital for a long time, considered themselves “natives,” and were 
extremely proud of it. The “outsiders” (drsetsi) were the newcomers 
from the provinces, known also as gavaratsi (1.e., provincial); the urban 
“natives” looked down on them. The "natives" were stratified into 
various social groups: from the very wealthy amiras (derived from the 
Arabic word amir, meaning "chief" or *commander") and middle-class 
guild members to the poor and impoverished masses. 

The amiras, who numbered less than two hundred, formed the 
most powerful and dominant segment of the whole millet. Great wealth 
and the holding of a high government office were the prerequisites for 
the honorific title amira. The majority of the amiras were bankers 
(saraf) of eitherthe viziers or the provincial governors, while others held 
such positions as Director of the Imperial Mint (the Duzian family), 
Chief Imperial Architect (the Balian family), and Superintendent of 
Gunpowder Mills and manager of industrial factories (the Dadian fam- 
ily). The above-mentioned high positions were kept in these families as 
a monopoly almost on a hereditary basis. 

The amiras formed a well-defined social elite, whose members 
could be easily distinguished from the rest of the population by the 
clothes they wore and the beasts they rode. They enjoyed unequaled 
prestige in Armenian society. They were viewed by their contemporaries 
as aristocrats and were gratuitously perceived even as descendants of 
noble nakharar families. They carefully cultivated self-images as great 
benefactors and philanthropists through charitable donations and gen- 
erous support for churches, schools, hospitals, and publications. Thus, 
amiras were largely responsible for the higher education of those young 
men who were eventually to initiate and lead the cultural revival of 
Western Armenians. 

The political power of the amiras in the Armenian millet and 
their social status were based as much upon their economic power as 
on the influence they acquired within the Ottoman administration. To 
exercise their power on the millet, they brought the patriarchate under 
their sway. Their almost absolute control over the millet continued to 
the mid-1840s. - 
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The Armenian merchants of the capital formed another high 
stratum in Armenian society. Commerce in the Ottoman Empire was 
disproportionately in the hands of the Armenians and the Greeks, and, 
to a lesser extent, the Jews, the Bulgarians, and others. The Armenian 
merchants had established commercial relations with important Euro- 
pean trade centers. They imported eastern wares, such as Indian spices, 
jewelry, shawls, Persian and Damascene fabrics, and Western articles, 
such as mirrors and glassware from Venice, amber from Germany, and 
expensive fabrics from France. They sold the European merchandise 
throughout the empire, Iran, and South Russia, while certain Eastern and 
locally produced goods were sold in the European markets. 

Some of these merchants were familiar with Western business 
practices. During the first half of the nineteenth century, many among 
them acted as agents and middlemen for European trading firms. In the 
second half of the century, some established either their own branches 
in major European centers or simply moved their businesses abroad. For 
example, in 1861 there were thirty Armenian business firms in Man- 
chester, many of them quite large. 

The middle class of Armenian society consisted of the members 
of the guilds. The guild, similar to the millet, was an administrative 
device. Until the 1850s the guilds (esnaf in Turkish) were the backbone 
of the Ottoman economy. At the end of the eighteenth century, the 
Armenian craftsmen and merchants of the capital were organized into 
sixty-five guilds, and in the middle of the next century, their number 
rose to ninety-eight; according to the official Turkish records, the 
number of Armenians enrolled in these guilds approached 40,000 in the 
second half of the nineteenth century. Some of these guilds had built up 
a considerable reputation. The Armenian goldsmiths, for example, had 
their separate marketplace, and their creations were known all over 
Europe. These guilds supported most of the institutions of the millet 
without having any say in their administration. 

The great majority of the Armenian working population of Con- 
stantinople belonged to the guilds. But there were also the poor and 
unskilled laborers who could hardly eke out a living, as the Turkish 
Census Office indicated in its statistical information published in the 
second half of the nineteenth century: There were 35,979 craftsmen, 
merchants, and grocers; 32,399 pupils and students; and 14,998 “people 
with no occupation.” These latter lived a precarious existence. 

The ranks of the poor were continuously swelled by new arrivals 
from the provinces. Mostly illiterate and unskilled peasants, these 
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pandukhts (bantukht) (migrant workers) came to the capital, in greater 
- and greater numbers, in search of a seasonal job, with the intention of 
sending back savings from their meager earnings. The general misery 
and poverty in the provinces had forced these Armenian peasants— 
sometimes the town dwellers, too—-to the capital as well as to Smyrna 
(Izmir). In 1860 there were 15,000 pandukhts in Constantinople and 
4,000 in Smyrna; in the 1870s their number had risen to 45,000 and 
5,000 respectively. The pandukhts lived crowded together in a few 
khans, or inns, dwelling in extremely unhealthy and appalling condi- 
tions, many falling sick (often to tuberculosis) and dying. They worked 
in heavy menial jobs as porters, water carriers, street sweepers, domestic 
servants, and similar low-paying and backbreaking labors. 

As they continued to live year after year in those unbearable 
conditions, and as more of them arrived, the pandukht phenomenon 
turned into a permanent aspect of Armenian society in the capital. At 
first the intellectuals, then the leadership, and gradually the ordinary 
people took great interest in their plight. The pandukhts maintained | 
strong ties with their erkir (an Armenian word denoting homeland), © 
graphically reminding their better-off compatriots in Constantinople of 
the wretched and miserable conditions in which the Armenians in the 
provinces lived. They awakened in the hearts and the minds of the 
bourgeois and cosmopolitan Armenians in the capital an awareness, and 
even a concern, for the gavar (province, in the sense of homeland) that 
for a long time had been neglected, if not actually ignored. Some 
Armenian writers depicted in a vivid manner the grim and desolate life 
of the pandukhts and their karot (i.e., yearning or homesickness) for 
their families and homeland. 


The Armenians in the Provinces 


The Urban Population 


Armenians lived scattered all over the Ottoman Empire, from the 
Balkans to Egypt, but they lived mostly concentrated in Western Arme- 
nia and Cilicia. In the 1850s there were about forty towns and cities in 
which Armenians formed a relative or absolute majority or a sizable 
minority. 

According to the last official Ottoman census of 1844, published 
in the Ottoman yearbook of the same year, there were 2,400,000 
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Armenians living in the empire. Of these about 350,000 lived in such 
urban centers in Asia Minor as Van, Karin (Garin; Erzerum), Erznka 
(Erzinjan), Sebastia (Sivas), Tigranakert (Diarbekir), Kharpert 
(Kharput; Harput), Mush, Baghesh (Bitlis), Evdokia (Tokat), Kesaria 
(Kaiseri, Caesaria), Palu, Dersim, Adana, Marash, Hadjin, Zeitun, 
Aintab, Edesia (Urfa, Edessa), and so on. To this 350,000 should be 
added another 300,000, who lived in Constantinople, Smyrna, and the 
Balkans. Thus, the total of urban Armenians would amount to about 
650,000, or 27 percent of the total Armenian population. 

Whether they formed the majority or were a minority, Armenians 
kept commerce and most of the handicrafts in the urban centers of 
Western Armenia and Cilicia under their control. They practiced the 
same trades as those in Constantinople. The craftsmen were organized 
into guilds. The goldsmiths of Van were not alone in enjoying a great 
reputation; so did the blacksmiths and, especially, the armorers of Karin, 
the coppersmiths of Evdokia, the rug-makers of Kesaria, Sebastia, and 
Kharpert, as well as the manufacturers of various types of cotton, wool, 
and silk cloth of these towns and cities. 

These handicrafts had been in slow decline since the eighteenth 
century, if not earlier. After the 1830s the rate of decline accelerated. 
The craftsmen used primitive tools and methods and were ill-equipped 
to compete with better-quality and cheaper European goods. While some 
of these handicrafts simply disappeared, others continued to survive. 
This economic deterioration strongly affected Armenian society in the 
provinces. Reports sent to the patriarchate constantly referred to eco- 
nomic dislocation and urged the patriarch to intercede in order to protect 
native crafts from ruinous foreign competition. 

Some enterprising Armenians started to employ modern machines 
and production methods. Such were the factories of the Barikian broth- 
ers and Krikor Kurkjian in Kharpert, the Kassardjian brothers in Kesaria, 
and many others who imported steam-powered machines from Europe 
and even from the United States. The government provided no assistance 
or subsidy; on the contrary, it exploited these productive businesses by 
taxing them more. 


The Rural Population 


The majority of Armenians—over 70 percent—lived in rural areas and 
toiled on the soil. As the Ottoman state was a military-feudal regime, ` 
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the peasantry in general and the Armenian peasantry in particular bore 
the burdens of the system. 

The Armenian rural population, as well as those in towns who were 
involved in agriculture, were exploited in various ways: onerous taxa- 
tion, corvée, misuse of their lands by others, illegal appropriation of their 
products, expropriation, forced loans, and cheap labor. Rural people 
were subjected to a great variety of taxes. The tithe (ushr) was supposed 
to amount to a tenth of the annual produce. Invariably it was collected 
at a higher rate, from 12.5 to as much as 50 percent. For example, in 
1864, according to official records, the tithe was collected at 15 percent 
in Erzerum. There were property taxes (emlak) on houses, landholdings, 
and pasture-land, another tax on all animals (aghnam), as well as one 
on fruit-bearing trees. Taxes were paid also for the use of roads and on 
such occasions as birth, marriage, death, transfer of goods, and so forth. 
The percentage of the amount of any tax varied from place to place and 
from year to year. This arbitrariness was the worst aspect of Ottoman 
taxation. Armenians always paid more than their Muslim neighbors. 
Moreover, they paid the degrading poll tax. 

Periodically, the central government would enjoin all its subjects - 
to pay exceptional war taxes (avariz) to help defray war expenditures. © 
These "occasional" taxes would be collected year after year, becoming 
in effect another regular tax. All these state taxes were collected through 
tax-farming, a system of tax collection in which the highest bidder 
acquired the right to collect taxes in a specific province. The tax-farming 
system allowed the tax collector (multezim) to exploit fully the tempo- 
rary right he had purchased, by taxing people to the maximum possible. 
As a result tax-farming led to extraordinary abuses and excesses. - 

In addition to these official taxes, the Armenian peasant also paid 
several taxes to the Turkish or Kurdish agha (feudal lord), who 
“owned” or “protected” the village or the district. He was expected to 
work without pay on the land of the agha, even supplying his own 
tools. There were always a variety of corvées, owed to different 
masters. In many regions, the cultivated land and the orchard of the 
Armenian villager or town dweller were trampled on and used as 
pasture by the herds of sheep and cattle of Kurdish nomads. Every 
summer some twenty-four Kurdish tribes from Mosul would move 
north to Vaspurakan (Van) and graze their sheep there, ruining many 
villages. Moreover, these armed nomads would appropriate, covertly 
or overtly, the products of the Armenian villagers. 
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During the long centuries of Turkish rule, most Armenian peasants 
lost their land. Frequently their fertile and well-maintained pieces of 
land were simply taken over by Turks or Kurds. For example, in the 
region of Palu and Charsanjak Armenian peasants were dispossessed of 
their lands by some twenty-five Turkish and Kurdish aghas; in Kharpert 
three-fourths of the arable land belonged to the Turks, while Armenians, 
who were more numerous, owned only one-fourth. Using a more subtle 
method, the Turkish or Kurdish agha saw to it that the Armenian villager 
paid taxes at such high rates that he would be unable to pay some of 
them; then the agha would “kindly” lend him money at the extraordinary 
rates of 50 percent interest or more. Within a few years, the peasant 
would be forced to sell his land to pay back his “banker.” 

Most landless Armenian peasants worked as sharecroppers for 
their landowners, paying rent as much as half, and sometimes more, of 
the crop. Many of these sharecroppers turned into maraba (landless 
peasant), connoting a condition of serfdom. The Armenian peasant paid 
dues and gave gifts to his church and clerics. Donations were made at 
the birth and baptism of a child, at the marriage and death of an 
individual. Donations were also made on numerous religious feast days. 
In addition, the peasant worked without pay, for a certain number of 
days, on land owned by the church or the nearby monastery. 

Concurrent to this economic exploitation, the Armenian peasant 
was subjected to political oppression. In general, landless and poor, but 
sometimes landowning and well off, he was denied any political rights. 
He suffered all the legal handicaps of a zimmi, and even more. Actually 
he was called raya, a term that originally meant “subject” (flock), but 
that had gradually taken on the derogatory meaning of “cattle.” The 
peasant, in other words, had only obligations and duties to fulfill: He 
was to work hard and pay taxes, as “human cattle.” 

He was also labeled giavur (giaour), meaning “infidel,” with the 
connotation of impiety. The Armenians, in general, and the Armenian 
peasant, in particular, were periodically harassed and even persecuted 
on religious grounds. For the judgment of a dispute with a Muslim, the 
Armenian had to rely on the fairness and justice of the Muslim court, 
where his testimony was not admissible. Naturally, he suffered all the 
economic and legal consequences of this unequal treatment. 

But the constant fear and dread of the Armenian—man and 
woman--was forced conversion. The usual victims of this mistreatment 
were young girls, who would be kidnapped and forcibly married and 
converted to Islam. This happened so frequently that it had become part 
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of the “normal” life of the Armenian village. Among thousands of 
recorded cases, the citing of one example should be enough. In 1810 a 
pretty young girl engaged to a young Armenian peasant in the province 
of Karin was kidnapped by the Turkish agha of the village. The young 
girl refused to renounce her faith, despite beatings and torture; she was 
finally killed. For having refused conversion, her three brothers were 
also killed. Sometimes young boys also suffered the same fate. Accord- 
ing to the precepts of Islam, kidnapping and forced conversion in times 
of peace were unlawful and immoral; but in the prevailing conditions of 
the Ottoman Empire it was a brutal reality. 

Apart from cases of individuals, forced Islamization occurred on 
a massive scale. Sometimes entire villages were compelled to renounce 
their ancestral faith. In the beginning of the nineteenth century, in the 
Hamshen district alone, the inhabitants of about one hundred Armenian 
villages, approximately 10,000 people, were forced to forsake their faith 
and convert to Islam. As the nineteenth century progressed, involuntary 
conversion turned into a deliberate state policy to undermine the very 
physical existence of the Armenian nation. 


The Armenian Constitutional Movement 


While such were the deplorable conditions in the provinces, in the - 
capital the leadership of the millet was engrossed in an internal struggle, 
albeit a reforming one. The amiras were in full control of the Armenian 
millet. The esnafs, guild representatives, participated in millet activities, 
but to a very limited extent. Their participation was more symbolic than 
real. In general, they rubber-stamped the decisions made and the policies 
charted by the amiras. 


The Amira-Esnaf Conflict 


It was the combination of internal dissension and external pressures that 
brought changes in the political structure of the millet’s administration. 
The apparent cause for the discord among the amiras was the question 
of the Armenian College, founded in 1838 at Uskudar, a suburb of the 
capital. This institution of higher learning, called Jemaran, was the 
brainchild of two imperial architects. At its opening, many amiras 
pledged to support the school, which was called to combat the lure of 
Catholic and Protestant high schools. But once the college was opened, 
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old rivalries and conflicts emerged. The amiras were divided along 
professional lines into two camps: the bankers and the technocrats. The 
bankers simply withheld their financial contributions. Moreover, they 
refused to help the patriarch in the collection of state taxes in the millet. 
The patriarch then appointed a committee of twenty-four, with two 
technocrat-amiras and twenty-two esnaf representatives to administer 
the financial affairs of the millet and to manage all the national institu- 
tions, For the first time the esnaf representatives were members of an 
executive body with decision-making power. Despite its goodwill and 
exemplary sacrifices, the committee found itself unable to raise the 
necessary funds and reluctantly resigned. The patriarch followed suit. 
Both resignations aroused popular resentment. The government closed 
the college (October 3, 1841). Upon government intervention a commit- 
tee of twenty-seven esnafs was formed; it too failed in its task and 
resigned (November 18, 1842). The amiras, who came back to power, 
proved unable to manage the affairs of the millet any longer without 
esnaf support. The new patriarch, Madteos Chukhadjian, a very popular 
figure whom the amiras elected, organized a mixed council with sixteen 
amiras and fourteen esnafs (1844). The amiras had made a major 
concession by sharing power with the esnafs. Consequent to this com- 
promise, peace returned to the community, and the college was reopened 
(October 1, 1846). 

While a relatively harmonious relationship prevailed between the 
amiras and the esnafs, the former now clashed with the patriarch on the 
appointment of prelates to the various sees. The amiras complained to 

‘Grand Vizier Mustafa Reshid Pasha, who, heeding the advice of his 
assistant Hagop Grdjigian, ordered the patriarch (May 7, 1847) to 
proceed with the election of two separate and independent councils: one 
for the administration of the secular affairs of the millet, the Supreme 
Civil Council, and the other for spiritual and religious matters, the 
Spiritual Council. To the Supreme Civil Council were elected nine 
amiras and ten esnafs, with Hagop Grdjigian as the logothete, a kind of 
executive director of the council, while the Spiritual Council consisted 
of fourteen elected clerics. This system of the two councils continued 
until the adoption of a constitution in 1860. 


The Young Intellectuals 


Despite the haughty behavior of the amiras, it was obvious that they 
were losing their grip on the millet in general and their influence in 
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particular in the Supreme Civil Council. Their membership had declined 
to only two by 1855, while esnaf representation was getting stronger, 
rising to fourteen in the same year. However, the real challenge to amira 
leadership came from a new quarter—the young intellectuals. These 
young men, most of whom were related to the amiras, had returned to 
their birthplace during the decade of 1840 to 1850 after receiving their 
higher education in Western Europe. In Europe they had not only 
familiarized themselves with Western liberal and progressive ideologies 
but had observed with keen interest the workings of the democratic 
political system. Concerned with the conditions at home, they could not 
fail to take note of the irregularities and flaws prevalent in the millet 
administration. They resented the arbitrary and capricious ways of 
amiras and joined forces with the esnafs. 

To put an end to amira hegemony, the young intellectuals articu- 


lated the need for written regulations, defining the functions, duties, - - 


jurisdictions, and method of election of the patriarch and of the two 
councils and the three committees—educational, economic, and judi- 
cial. But amira opposition to such regulations frustrated their efforts 
within the council. In 1855 the issue of a written set of regulations was 
presented by the young intellectuals before the National Assembly, with 
the support of the esnafs. The assembly elected a constitutional commit- 
tee with the task of formulating a National Code of Regulations (Azgayin 
Kanonagrutiun). Garabed Amira Balian, the Chief Imperial Architect 
of the sultan and a dominant figure, led the opposition to the code. He 
wielded such great power that almost single-handedly he was able to 
thwart the committee’s work. 

At this juncture two new developments affected the course of events: 
the promulgation of the Imperial Rescript of 1856 and the resignation of 
the popular patriarch, Hagopos Seropian. These two events accelerated 
the resolution of the conflict by intensifying it. The National Assembly, 
meeting on November 18, 1856, reelected the patriarch and elected a new 
constitutional committee. This committee, after arduous work, presented - 
its draft to the National Assembly on March 22, 1857. This draft was 
approved unanimously and submitted to the Sublime Porte for its ratifi- 
cation. After some delay, the government rejected it. For the constitution- 
alists it was clear that the amiras had used their influence to prevent the 
ratification of the Code of Regulations. Thus, the first serious attempt at 
adopting a constitution had proved abortive. 

But this setback was temporary. Soon the constitutionalists, among 
whose leaders were Dr. Nahabed Rusinian, Dr. Servichen, Nigoghos 
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Balian, Krikor Odian, and Krikor Margosian, drafted a new code accept- 
able to the conservative camp. By then most members of this intelligentsia 
were in the employ of viziers and other high Ottoman officials as family 
physicians, advisors, or assistants. Like the amiras, they used their influ- 
ence within the Ottoman governing circle in promoting the ideas and plans 
for the reorganization of the millet. In the meantime, the latest draft of the 
code was unanimously accepted by the National Assembly on May 24, 
1860. After some delay and a couple of popular demonstrations, imperial 
ratification was finally granted on March 17, 1863. 

This Code of Regulations incorporated a long preamble and 150 
articles. The powers of the patriarch were curtailed, but he continued to 
serve as the symbol and the representative of the Armenian millet. The 
. laity formed six-sevenths of the National Assembly, the clerics making 
up the rest. The organization and the hierarchy of the millet administra- 
tion were clearly stipulated. One of the notable features of this consti- 
tution was the predominance of the Armenians of Constantinople in all 
the bodies of the millet. This constitution, with some modifications, is 
still in use in the administration of the Armenian Church in the diaspora. 

The document of 1860 was named the Armenian National Consti- 
tution, for the word constitution (sahmanadrutiun) had a more European 
ring and connotation than “code of regulations,” and this pleased its 
liberal framers. This was, however, only an illusion, even a delusion. 
The term “code of regulations” was more appropriate, for the document 
simply regulated the internal affairs of the millet. Neither in individual 
nor in collective spheres did the Armenians acquire any new rights. The 
existing system was merely rearranged and reorganized. The constitu- 
tion provided no safeguards or guarantees for the Armenians against 
mistreatment, abuses, and exploitation by the state officials as well as 
by Turkish and Kurdish feudal lords. Perhaps one of the most striking 
aspects of the constitutional movement was the nonparticipation of 
“provincial” Armenians in it. Armenians from the provinces were 
neither asked to take part in the deliberations, nor did they demonstrate 
any interest in getting involved. 

In spite of its many shortcomings, the Armenian National Con- 
stitution was a major achievement within the nineteenth-century Ot- 
toman context. It clearly signified the triumph of liberalism and 
democratic principles in the millet over arbitrariness and absolutism, 
characteristics more of the Ottoman regime than the millet. Moreover, 
it was a moderate but unmistakable step toward the political regener- 
ation of the people. 
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The Tanzimat and the Armenians 


The tanzimat reforms changed the structure of the Ottoman government, 
at least outwardly, but did very little to reshape the society and improve 
. the political and economic conditions of the subjects. They affected life 
in the capital and one or two major cities, while in the provinces they 
produced no positive developments or change; on the contrary, in 
religiously mixed regions they created unwarranted tensions and even - 
conflicts. Most scholars now must agree that in order for these reforms 
to have effectively permeated Ottoman society, it would have been 
necessary to have had either a strong-willed and firmly committed sultan 
or a social revolution to change radically the theocratic character of the 
state and society. Neither condition existed. For the Armenians the 
tanzimat gave rise to the constitutional movement, yet the Armenian 
constitution had little effect on the economic and political status of the 
provincial population. 


The Tanzimat Reforms and the Provinces 


The reforms did not improve the lot of the Armenian people in the 
empire. If anything, they affected their destiny in a negative way. By 
establishing new administrative organs, such as provincial and district 
assemblies with Armenian representation, the reforms introduced the 
principle of equality to resentful Muslims, on the one hand, and, on the 
other, revealed the impossibility of their application, a fact that simply 
disrupted the existing way of life. In other words, they worsened the 
conditions of Armenians. 

This deterioration was evidenced in the decline of the status of 
Armenian peasants. In the 1860s the maraba (landless peasant) phenom- 
enon spread rapidly in some Western Armenian provinces, especially in 
mixed areas of Armenians and Kurds. The maraba, in fact, depended 
completely for their very existence on the Turkish agha or the Kurdish 
: beg (chieftain), in general, and, in rare cases, on their Armenian land- 
lord. The Armenian peasants in Taron (Mush) and Vaspurakan lived as 
quasi-serfs, an ambiguous and illegal serfdom, but real all the same. 

In the 1870s another system of quasi-serfdom, the khafir, emerged. 
In the regions of Mush, Sasun, Shadakh, and the neighboring districts, 
the Kurdish khafirs (chieftains) started to sell the villages they “owned” 
with their Armenian inhabitants and their possessions. The Armenian 
peasant and his family "belonged" to the Kurdish khafir; the latter 
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milked the peasant, while the womenfolk worked in his household. In 
certain places, at the marriage of an Armenian peasant the khafir 
reserved the right of “visit” to the bride on the first night. In the reports 
sent to the patriarchate by special envoys, the condition of these peasants 
was described simply as slavery. . 

The central authorities were well informed, but they simply did 
nothing; this inaction was interpreted by contemporary observers as 
. acquiescence, if not encouragement, of such mistreatment. This reading 
of the situation was accurate: The Turkish government was not averse 
to the weakening of the Armenian peasantry. It was no longer interested 
even in the appearance of implementing the reforms. It was pursuing a 
policy of total subjection of the peoples in the empire, especially the 
non-Muslims. The Zeitun Rebellion was a direct result of this policy. 


The Zeitun Rebellion of 1862 


Zeitun was one of the few mountainous regions where Armenians had 
maintained their autonomy. The town and its villages were Armenian- 
inhabited and ruled by local ishkhans (princes). At various times Zeitun 
had been attacked, but the Zeituntsis had either successfully defended 
themselves or come to terms with their aggressors. 

The Turkish government did not view the autonomy of Zeitun 
benignly; it tried to undermine the strong position of Zeitun by settling 
Circassians in the vicinity and inciting them against the Zeituntsis. As 
this strategy did not pay off, in the summer of 1862 a 12,000-strong 
regular Turkish army, supported by 6,000 irregulars, attacked Zeitun, 
on the pretext of alleged nonpayment of taxes. The outlying villages 
were looted and destroyed; the town, however, was not only saved but 
its 5,000 defenders defeated the Turkish invading forces on August 2, | 
1862, inflicting heavy casualties and capturing two field cannons and a 
large amount of ammunition. The blockade instituted by the Turkish 
commander threatened the Zeituntsis with starvation. The latter eventu- 
ally requested the intercession of the French king Napoleon III. Under 
French pressure the blockade was lifted, but, in exchange, the govern- 
ment was allowed to build a garrison and to station some troops there. 
Zeitun, thus, lost part of its autonomy. 

The Zeitun rebellion, essentially a local affair, had deep and 
far-reaching repercussions among all the Armenians, both in the Otto- 
man Empire and tsarist Russia. On the one hand, it inspired pride and 
self-confidence because of the heroic struggle of the Zeituntsis, and, on 
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the other, it awakened nationalist feelings and desires. If the adoption 
of the constitution was the culmination of Armenian liberalism, the 
Zeitun rebellion was the fledgling beginning of Armenian nationalism. 

The decaying Ottoman Empire would have collapsed had it not 
been for the European powers whose conflicting interests led them to 
support the decrepit empire. The Serbian and Greek revolts served as a 
warning that the empire needed fundamental changes. It was mainly 
under foreign pressure that several successive reforms were introduced. - 

The tanzimat measures, however, failed in their pompously 
proclaimed goals. The conditions of the Armenians in the empire did 
not improve. Mistreatment and oppression continued unabated, and 
even increased in intensity. The Ottoman government professed re- 
form but pursued a policy of complete subjugation, subservience, and 
exploitation. 

Popular discontent and eventually rebellion would gradually 
spread among the Armenians, whose demands for better treatment, 
politically and economically, would give rise to the international issue 
known as “the Armenian Question,” which became an important part of 
the Eastern Question. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 


Anasian, 1961, —— Ormanian, 1955. 
Barsoumian, 1982. Sarkiassian, 1938. 
Krikorian, 1978. Walker, 1980. 


Nalbandian, 1963. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Abovian, Khachatur. 1858. Verk Hayastani (Wounds of Armenia). Tiflis. 


Abrahamian, A. G. 1964. Hamarot urvagids hai gaghtavaireri patmutian (Concise 
Outline of the History of Armenian Expatriate Communities). Erevan. 


Abu, Salih. 1865. The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt and Some Neighbouring 
Countries. Trans. B. T. A. Evetts. Oxford. 


Acoghic. See Stepanos Asoghik (Taronetsi). 


Adontz, Nicholas. 1970. Armenia in the Period of Justinian. Trans. and Comm. 
by Nina Garsoian. Lisbon. 


Aftandilian, Gregory. 1981. Armenia: Vision of a Republic: The Independence 
Lobby in America. Boston. 


(Agathangelos). 1970. The Teaching of Saint Gregory: An Early Armenian Cate- 
chism. Trans. and comm. R. W. Thomson. Cambridge, MA. 


Agathangelos. 1976. Agathangelos, History of the Armenians. Trans. and Comm. 
R.W. Thomson. Albany, NY. 


Ahmad, Feroz. 1969. The Young Turks. Oxford. 

Ahmed Emin (Yalman). See Emin (Yalman), Ahmed. 

Ajarian, Hrachia, 1942-1962. Hayots andznanunneri bararan (Dictionary of Ar- 

. menian Personal Names). 5 vols. Erevan. 

Akinian, Nerses. 1958. “Zruits bghndze kaghaki" (The Tale of the City of Bronze). 
Handes Amsorya. 

al-Baladhuri. 1968. The Origins of the Islamic State. Trans. Ph. K. Hitti. 2 vols. 
New York. Originally published in 1916. 

Alboyadjian, Arshak. 1941, 1955, 1961. Patmutiun hay gaghtakanutian (History 
of Armenian Emigrations). 3 vols. Cairo. 

Alishan, Ghevond (Leonce M.). 1888. Léon le Magnifique. Translated from 
Armenian. Venice. 

Alishan, Ghevond. 1893. Sisakan. Venice. l í l 

Allen, W.E.D., and Paul Muratoff. 1953. Caucasian Battlefields. Cambridge, UK. 

Amasiatsi, Amirdovlat. See Amirdovlat Amasiatsi. 


Amirdovlat Amasiatsi. 1459. Akhrapatin. Preserved in Matenadaran Institute of 
Manuscripts, no. 8871. 


446 ` BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Amirdovlat Amasiatsi. 1926. Angitats anpet. Ed. K. V. Basmajian. Vienna. 


Amirdovlat Amasiatsi. 1940. Ogut bzhshkutian (Utility of Medicine). Ed. St. 
Malkhasian. Erevan. 

Ammiani Marcellini res gestae libri qui supersunt. Ed. and trans. R.C. Rolfe. 3 
vols. Loeb Classical Library. 

(Anania Shirakatsi) (Anania of Shirak) Anania Sirakac‘i. 1964. “Autobiographie 
d’Anania Sirakac‘i.” Trans. H. Berbérian. Revue des études 
arméniennes, n.s. 1. 

(Anania Shirakatsi) (Anania of Shirak) Ananias of Sirak. 1992. The Geography of 
Ananias of Sirak (Asxarhac ‘oyc‘): The Long and the Short Recensions. 


Trans. R. H. Hewsen. Beihefte zum Tübinger Atlas des Vorderen 
Orients. Reihe B, 77. Wiesbaden. 


Ananian, Paolo. 1961. *La data e le circonstanze della consecrazione di S. 
Gregorio Illuminatore." Le Muséon 74. Original Armenian version 
published in Pazmavep (1959-1960). 


Ananias of Sirak. See Anania Shirakatsi. 


Ananun, Davit. 1926. Rusahayeri hasarakakan zargatsume (The Social Develop- 
ment of the Russian Armenians). Vol. 3, 7901-1918. Venice. 


Anasian, Hakob. 1957. Haykakan aghbiurnere Biuzantiayi ankman masin (Arme- 
nian Sources on the Fall of Byzantium). Erevan. English trans. in A. 
K. Sanjian (Cambridge, MA, 1969), and with commentary in Viator 1 
(1970). 


Anasian, Hakob. 1961. XVII dari azatagrakan sharzhumnern arevmtian 
Hayastanum (The Seventeenth Century Freedom Movements in West- 
ern Armenia). Erevan. 


Anderson, M. S. 1966. The Eastern Question, 1774-1923. London. 


Andreasyan, H. D. 1964. Polonyali Simeon’un seyahatnámesi, 1608-1619. Istan- _ 
bul. 


Aparantsi, Simeon. See Simeon Aparantsi. 


Appian. “The Mithridatic Wars." Appian's Roman History. Ed. and trans. Horace 
White. Vol 2. pp. 240/1-476/7. Loeb Classical Library. 


Appian. "The Syrian Wars." Appian's Roman History. Ed. and trans. Horace 
White. Vol 2. pp. 104/5-236/7. Loeb Classical Library. 


Arakel Tavrizhetsi (Arakel of Tabriz). 1896. Patmutiun (History). Vagharshapat. 


Arakelian, A. 1964. Hay zhoghovrdi mtavor mshakuiti zargatsman patmutiun (The 
History of the Development of the Intellectual Culture of the Armenian 
People). Vol. 2, XIV-XIX Centuries. Erevan. 


Areveltsi, Vardan. See Vardan Areveltsi. 
Aristakés Lastivertc ‘i. See Aristakes Lastiverttsi. 


(Aristakes Lastiverttsi) (Aristakes of Lastivert) Aristakes de Lastivert. 1973. 
Aristakes de Lastivert. Récit des malheurs de la nation arménienne. 
Trans. M. Canard and H. Berbérian. Brussels. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II - 447 


(Aristakes Lastiverttsi) Aristakes Lastivertc'i. 1985. History. Trans. R. Bedrosian. 
New York. 


Arkomed, S. T. 1929. Pervaia gruppa revoliutsionerov armian na Kavkaze. Tiflis. 
Arlen, Michael J. 1975. Passage to Ararat. New York. 


Armenian Academy of Sciences. 1971-1984. Hay zhoghovrdi patmutiun (History 
of the Armenian People). Vols. 1-4. Erevan. 


Armenian Assembly. 1975. Directory of Armenian Scholars. Washington, D.C. 


“An Armenian Catholic Bishop of Nakhichevan.” 1837. Journal Asiatique 
(March). 


Armenian Delegation. 1919. Réponse au mémoire de la Sublime-Porte en date du 
12 février 1919. Constantinople. 


Armstrong, John A. 1976. “Mobilized and Proletarian Diasporas.” American 
Political Science Review 70, no. 2 (June). 


Arrian. Anabasis Alexandri. Ed. and trans. E. I. Robson. 2 vols. Loeb Classical 
Library. 


Arutjunova-Fidanjan, A. 1986-1987. "Some Aspects of the Military-Administra- 
tive Districts and of Byzantine Administration in Armenia during the 
1ith Century." Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 20. 


Arutyunian, N. V. 1970. Biainili (Urartu): Voenno-politicheskaia istoriia i 
voprosy toponimiki (Biainili [Urartu]: Military-Political ruso and 
Questions of Place-Names). Erevan. 


Asar Sebastatsi (Asar of Sebastia), 1993. Girk bzhshkakan arhesti (Book on the 
Medical Art). Ed. D. M. Karapetian. Erevan. 


Asdourian, P. 1911. Die politischen Beziehungen zwischen Armenien und Rom 
vom 190 v. Chr. bis 428 n. Chr. Venice. Armenian edition (1910). 


Asoghik, Stepanos. See Stepanos Asoghik. 


Avakian, Arra. 1977. “Armenians in America: How Many and Where.” Ararat 18, 
no. 1 (Winter). 


Avdall, Johannes. 1841. *On the Laws and Lawbooks of the Armenians." Journal 
of the Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal 111. 


Aydenian, Arsen. 1866. Critical Grammar of Ashkharhabar or the Modern Arme- 
nian Language (in Armenian). 


Azarpay, Guitty. 1968. Urartian Art and Artifacts: A Miror cU Study. Berke- 
ley. 


Baberdatsi, Ghazar. See Ghazar Baberdatsi. 


Bakalian, Anny. 1993. Armenian-Americans: From Being to Feeling Armenian. 
New Brunswick, NJ. 


Balcer, J. M. 1984. Sparda by the Bitter Sea. Chico, CA. 
Baldwin, Oliver. 1926. Six Prisons and Two Revolutions. London. 


448 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Baltrusaitis, Jurgis, and Dickran Kouymjian. 1986. “Julfa on the Arax and Its 
Funerary Monuments.” In Armenian Studies/Etudes Arméniennes: In 
Memoriam Haig Berbérian, ed. Dickran Kouymjian. Lisbon. 


Barkan, O. L. 1958. “Essai sur les données statistiques des registres de recensement 
dans l'Empire ottoman aux XV* et XVI siècle.” Journal of the Eco- 
nomic and Social History of the Orient. Vol. 1. 


Barsoumian, Hagop. 1982. “The Dual Role of the Armenian Amira Class with the 
Ottoman Government and the Armenian Millet (1750-1850)." In vol. 
1 of Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, eds. B. Braude and 
B. Lewis. New York. 


Barton, James L. 1930. Story of Near East Relief, 1 915-1930. New York. 
Basmadjian, Garig. 1971. "Armenian Poetry: Past and Present." Ararat (Spring). 
Bauer-Manndorff, Elizabeth. 1984. Das Frühe Armenien. Vienna. 


Bedoukian, Kerop. 1978. The Urchin: An Armenian's Escape. London. Published 
in the U.S. under the title Some of Us Survived (New York, 1979). 


Bedoukian, P. 1978. Coinage of the Artaxiads of Armenia. London. 
Bedoukian, P. Z. 1962. Coinage of Cilician Armenia. New York. 


Bedrosian, Margaret. 1991. The Magical Pine Ring: Armenian-American Litera- 
ture. Detroit. 


Berbérian (Perperean), Haig. 1965. Niuter K. Polsoy hay patmutian hamar (Ma- 
terial for the History of the Armenians in Constantinople). Vienna. 
Originally published as a series of four articles in Handes Amsorya. 


Beylerian, Arthur. 1983. Les grandes puissances: L'Empire Ottoman et les 
Arméniens dans les archives francaises, 1914-1918. Paris. 


Boase, T. S. R. 1978. The Cilician Kingdom of Armenia. Edinburgh, New York. 

Boase, T. S. R. 1979. The Cilician Kingdom of Armenia. 2nd ed. Danbury, CT. 

Borian, B. A. 1929. Armeniia, mezhdunarodnaia diplomatiia i SSSR. Vol. 2. 
Leningrad. 

Borisov, A. A. 1965. Climates of the U.S.S.R. Trans. R. A. Ledward. Chicago. 


Bournoutian, George A. 1983. “The Ethnic Composition and the Socio-Economic 
Conditions of Eastern Armenia in the First Half of the Nineteenth 
Century." In Transcaucasia: Nationalism and Social Change, ed. R. 
Suny. Ann Arbor. 


Bournoutian, George A. 1992. The Khanate of Erevan under Qajar Rule, 1795- 
1828. Costa Mesa, CA. 


Bournoutian, George A., trans. 1994. A History of Qarabagh. Costa Mesa, CA. | 
Brosset, M. F. 1874. Collection d'historiens arméniens. Vol. 1. St. Petersburg. 


Buniat Sebastatsi (Buniat of Sebastia). 1644. Girk bzhshkutian tomari (Book of 
Medicine). Preserved in Matenadaran Institute of Manuscripts no. 
1023. 


Busse, H., ed. and trans. 1972. History of Persia under Qajar Rule. New York. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 449 


Buxton, Noel and Harold. 1914. Travels and Politics in Armenia. London. 
Cahen, Claude. 1968. Pre-Ottoman Turkey. London. 


Cambridge History of Iran. 1983, 1985, 1991. Vol. 2, The Median and Archaemen- 
ian Periods, ed. Ilya Gershevitch. Vol. 3, The Seleucid, Parthian, and 
Sasanid Periods, ed. Ehsan Yarshater. Vol. 7, From Nadir Shah to the 
Islamic Republic, ed. Peter Avery et al. Cambridge, UK. 


Campbell, George Douglas (Duke of Argyll, 8th Duke). 1896. Our Responsibilities 
for Turkey. London. 

Carswell, John. 1968. New Julfa, The Armenian Churches and Other Buildings. 
Oxford. 

Cartwright, John. 1611. The Preacher's Travels . . . through Syria, Mesopotamia, 
Armenia, Media, Hircania, and Parthia. . . . London. 

Cebesoy, Ali Fuat. 1955. Moskova hátiralari (21/11/1920-2/6/1922) (Moscow 
Memoirs [November 21, 1920—June 2, 1922]). Istanbul. 

Chamchian, Mikayel. 1784-1786. Hayots patmutiun (Armenian History). 3 vols. 
Venice. 

Charny, Israel W. 1983. International Conference on the Holocaust and Genocide. 
Book I, The Conference Program and Crisis. Tel Aviv. 

Chaumont, M, L. 1982. "Tigranocerte: Données du probléme et état des recher- 
Ches." Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 16. 

Chelebi, Evliya. See Evliya Chelebi. 

Chronicles of the Chaldean Kings (626-556 B.C.). 1961. Trans. D.J. Wiseman. 
London. 

La Chronique attribuée au Connétable Smbat. Trans. G. Dédéyan. 1980. Paris. 

Chronique de Matthieu d'Edesse: Bibliothèque historique arménienne. 1858. 
Trans. E. Dulaurier. Paris. 

Clavijo. 1928. Embassy to Tamerlane, 1403-1406. 'Trans. G. Le Strange. London. 

Commission of the Churches on International Affairs. 1984. Armenia: The Con- 
tinuing Tragedy. Geneva. 

Cook, M. A. 1972. Population Pressures in Rural Anatolia, 1450-1600. London. 

Cowe, S. P. 1989. “An Allegorical Poem by Mkrtich Naghash and Its Models." 
Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 4. 

Current Digest of the Soviet Press. 1991. 43, no. 18. (5 June). 

Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1975. "The Common Features of the Armenian and Jewish 
Cases of Genocide: A Comparative Victimological Perspective." Vic- 
timology 4. 

Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1986. “The Naim-Andonian Documents on the World War I 
Destruction of the Ottoman Armenians." International Journal of 
Middle East Studies 8, no. 3 (August). 


Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1986a. “The Role of Turkish Physicians in the World War I 
Genocide of Ottoman Armenians." Holocaust and Genocide Studies 1, 
no. 2, 


450 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1989. “Genocide as a Problem of National and International 
Law: The World War I Armenian Case and Its Contemporary Legal 
Ramifications." Yale Journal of International Law 14, no. 2 (Summer). 


Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1991. "The Documentation of the World War I Armenian 
Massacres in the Proceedings of the Turkish Military Tribunal.” Inter- 
national Journal of Middle East Studies 23, no. 4 (November). 


Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1992. “The Role of the Turkish Military in the Destruction of 
the Ottoman Armenians." Journal of Political and Military Sociology 
20, no. 2 (Winter). 


Dadrian, Vahakn N. 1993. “The Role of the Special Organisation in the Armenian 
Genocide during the First World War." In Minorities in Wartime, ed. 
Panikos Panayi. Oxford, UK, Providence, RI. 


Dandamaev, M. A. 1990. Political History of the Achaemenid Empire. Leiden. 


Dandamaev, M. A., and V. Lukonin. 1988. Culture and Social Institutions of 
Ancient Iran. Cambridge. 


Daranaghtsi, Grigor. See Grigor Daranaghtsi. 

Darbinjan, M. O. 1965. Simeon Lekhatzi, Putevye zametki. Moscow. 

Dashian, Hagovpos, and Kerope Sbenian. 1898. Study of the Classical Armenian 
(in Armenian). 

Dasxuranc'i, Movses. See Movses Daskhurantsi. 


David. 1983. Definitions and Divisions of Philosophy. Trans. Bridget Kendall and 
Robert W. Thomson. Atlanta. 


Davis, Leslie A. 1989. The Slaughterhouse Province. New Rochelle, NY. 


de Lusignan, Levon V. Chronique d'Arménie. 1906. In Recueil des Historiens des 
Croisades: Documents arméniens, vol. 2. Paris. 


Dédéyan, Gérard. 1996. “Les princes arméniens de l'Euphratés et l'Empire by- 
zantin (fin XI°-milieu XIII? s.).” L'Arménie et Byzance. Paris. 


Dédéyan, Gérard, ed. 1982. Histoire des Arméniens. Toulouse. 


Dekmejian, R. Hrair. 1975. Patterns of Political Leadership: Egypt, Israel, Yoba: 
non. Albany, NY. 


Dekmejian, R. Hrair. 1976. “The Armenians: Historical Memory, Consciousness 
and the Middle East Dispersion." Middle East Review (April). 


Der Nersessian, Sirarpie. 1945. Armenia and the Byzantine Empire. Cambridge, 
MA. 


Der ‘Nersessian, Sirarpie. 1959, "The Armenian Chronicle of the Constable 
Smpad'." Dumbarton Oaks Papers. No. 13. 


Der Nersessian, Sirarpie. 1962. "The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia." In Vol. 2, A 
History of the Crusades, ed. K. M. Setton. Philadelphia. 


Der Nersessian, Sirarpie. 1969. The Armenians. London. 
Der Nersessian, Sirarpie. 1978. Armenian Art. London. 
Diakonoff, I. M. 1985. Prehistory of the Armenian People. Delmar, NY. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMESIANDIH | 451 


Diakonoff, I. M., and V.P. Neroznak. 1985. Phrygian. Delmar, NY. 
Dio’s Roman History. Ed. and trans. E. Cary. 9 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 


Djemal Pasha (Jemal Pasha). 1922. Memories of a Turkish Statesman, 1913-1919. 
London. 
“Documents: The State Department File.” 1984. Armenian Review 37/1 (Spring). 


Dostourian, A. E. 1993. Armenia and the Crusades: The Chronicle of Mathew of 
Edessa. Boston. 


Drasxanakertc‘i, Yovhannes. See Hovhannes Draskhanakerttsi (Yovhannés 
Drasxanakertc‘i). . 

Earle, E. M. 1935. Turkey, the Great Powers and the Bagdad Railway. New York. 

Edwards, R. W. 1987. The Fortifications of Armenian Cilicia. Washington, D.C. 

Egan, Eleanor Franklin. 1919. “This To Be Said for the Turk.” Saturday Evening 
Post 192, 20 December. 

Elise. See Eghishe. | 

(Eghishe) Etishe. 1982. History of Vardan and the Armenian War. Trans. R.W. 
Thomson. Harvard Armenian Texts and Studies, 5. Cambridge, MA. 

Elliott, Mabel E. 1924. Beginning Again at Ararat. New York. 

Emin, Joseph. 1792. The Life and Adventures of Joseph Emin, an Armenian. 
London. 

Emin, Joseph. 1918. Life and Adventures of Joseph Emin, 1726-1809. 2 vols. 
Calcutta. 

Emin (Yalman), Ahmed. 1930. Turkey in the World War. New Haven. 

Encyclopaedia of Islam. 1960. 2nd ed. Leiden. See especially, “Arminiya,” "Kara- 
Koyunlu,” and “Enwer Pasha.” 

Erznkatsi, Kostandin. See Kostandin Erznkatsi. 

Etmekjian, James. 1964. The French Influence on the Western Armenian Renais- 
sance, 1843-1915. New York. 

Eudin, Xenia Joukoff, and Robert C. North. 1957. Soviet Russia and the East, 
1920-1927: A Documentary Survey. Stanford. 


Evliya Chelebi. 1896-1928. Seyahatname (Travel Account). 10 vols. Istanbul. 
Partial English trans. Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall, under the title 
Travels of Evliya Chelebi, 2 vols. (London, 1834-1846). Partial Arme- 
nian trans. in Safrastian, vol. 3 (Erevan, 1967). 

Eznik. 1959. Eznik, De Deo. Trans. L. Mariés and C. Mercier. (Patrologia Ori- 
entalis. XXVIII 3-4), Paris. 

Faroghi, S. 1984. Towns and Townsmen of Ottoman Anatolia. Cambridge. 

Fontenrose, Joseph. 1959, Python: A Study of Delphic Myth and Its Origins. 
Berkeley. 

Forbes, Thomas B. 1983, Urartian Architecture. BAR International Series, 170. 
Oxford. 


Frik. 1952. Frik Divan. Ed. Archbishop Tirair. New York. 


452 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Galanus, Clemens. 1650, 1690. Conciliationis Ecclesiae Armenae cum Romana. 
2 vols. Rome. 


Gandzaketsi, Kirakos. See Kirakos Gandzaketsi. 
Garitte, G. 1952. La Narratio de Rebus Armeniae. Louvain. 
Garsoian, Nina. 1967. The Paulician Heresy. The Hague and Paris. 


Garsoian, Nina. 1984-1985. “The Early Medieval Armenian City: An Alien 
Element?” The Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Studies 16-17. 


Garsoian, Nina. 1985. Armenia Between Byzantium and the Sasanians. London. 


Garsoian, Nina. 1994, “Reality and Myth in Armenian History." In The East and 
the Meaning of History. Rome. 


Garsoian, Nina. 1997. “The Armenian Church between Byzantium and the East." 
Morgan Library Symposium (1994). New York. 


Garsoian, Nina G., T. F. Mathews, and R. W. Thomson, eds. 1982. East of 
Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period. Washington, 
D.C. 


Genocide: Crime against Humanity. 1984. Special issue of Armenian Review 37, 
no. | (Spring). 
Georgia. 1919. Dokumenty i materialy po vneshnei politike Zakavkaz'ia i Gruzii. 
Tiflis. 
Ghazar Baberdatsi (Ghazar [Lazar] of Baberd). n.d. Bible. Preserved in 
. Matenadaran Institute of Manuscripts, no. 351. Erevan. 


(Ghazar Parpetsi) Ghazar P‘arpec‘i. 1985. History of the Armenians. Trans. R. 
Bedrosian. New York. 


(Ghazar Parpetsi) Lazar P'arpec'i. 1991. The History of Lazar P'arpec'i. Trans. 
and Comm. R. W. Thomson. Atlanta. 


(Ghevond) Lewond. 1982. The History of Lewond. Trans. Z. Arzoumanian. Phil- 
adelphia. 


Ghukas Vanandetsi. 1699. Gandz chapoy, kshroy, tvoy, ev dramits bolor ashkharhi 
(Treasury of Measures, Weights, Numeration, and Currency from All 
Over the World). Amsterdam. 


Gidney, James B. 1967. A Mandate for Armenia. Kent, OH. 


Gilbert, Charles K., and Charles T. Bridgeman. 1921. Foreigners or Friends. New 
York. 


Girk Tghtots (The Book of Letters). 1994. Jerusalem. 
Graves, Philip. 1941. Briton and Turk. London. 


Great Britain. Foreign Office. 1916. The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman 
Empire. See Toynbee, Arnold J., ed. 1916. 


Great Britain. Foreign Office. 1928. British Documents on the Origins of the War, 
1898-1914. Eds. G. P. Gooch and Harold Temperley. Vol. 5. London. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 453 


Great Britain. Parliament. 1878. Sessional Papers. Vol. 83, c. 1973, Turkey no. 
22. 


Great Britain. Parliament. 1878a. Sessional Papers. Vol. 83, c. 2083, Turkey no. 
39. 


Great Britain. Parliament. 1895. Sessional Papers. Vol. 109, c. 7894, Turkey no. 
E 


Great Britain. Parliament. 1896. Sessional Papers. Vol. 95, c. 7923, Turkey no. 1. 


Great Britain. Parliament. House of Commons. 1917. The Parliamentary Debates. 
5th series. London. 


Great Britain. Public Record Office. Classes 371 and 424. 
Grégoire de Narek. See Grigor Narekatsi. 


Gregorian, V. 1972. "The Impact of Russia on the Armenians and Armenia." In 
Russia and Asia, ed. W. 8, Vucinich. Palo Alto. 


Gregory, J. S. 1968. Russian Land, Soviet People: A Geographical Approach to 
the U.S.S.R. New York. 

Griboedov, A. S. 1953. “Proekt uchrezhdeniia Rossiiskoi Zakavkazskoi 
kompanii." In Sochineniia, ed. V. Orlov. Moscow. 

Grigor Daranaghtsi (Grigor of Daranagh). 1915. Zhamanakagrutiun (Chronol- 


ogy). Jerusalem. French trans. M. F. Brosset in vol. 1 of Collection 
d'historiens arméniens (St. Petersburg, 1874). 


Grigor Magistros (Gregory the Magister) Pahlavuni. 1910. Grigor Magistrosi 
Tghtere (The Letters of Grigor Magistros). Ed. K. Kostaniants. Al- 
. exandropol. 
Grigor Narekatsi (Gregory of Narek) (Grégoire de Narek). 1961. Grégoire de 
Narek: Le Livre de Priéres. T. Kéchichian. Paris. 


Grigor Tatevatsi (Grigor of Tatev). 1729. Girk hartsmants (Book of Questions). 
Constantinople. 


Hachakhapatum. 1927. “Ausgewählte Reden aus dem Hatschachapatum vom hl. 
Mesrop.” Trans. S. Weber and E. Sommer. In Ausgewählte Schriften 
der armenischen Kirchenvüter, ed. S. Weber, vol. 1. Munich. 


Hairapetian, S. 1995. A History of Ancient and Medieval Armenian Literature. 
Delmar, NY. 


Hakobian, H. 1932. Ughegrutiunner (Travel Accounts). Vol. 1, 1253-1582. 
Erevan. 


Hakobian, V. A. 1951, 1956. Manr zhamanakagrutiunner XIII-XVIII dd. (Minor 
Chronicles, XIII- XVIII Centuries). 2 vols, Erevan. 


Hakobian, V., and A. Hovhannisian. 1974. Colophons of Seventeenth Century 
Armenían Manuscripts. Vol. 1, 1601-1620. Erevan. 


Halasi-Kun, T. 1963. "The Caucasus: An Ethno-Historical Survey." Studia 
Caucasica 1. The Hague. 


454 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Hammer-Purgstall, Joseph von. 1827-1835. Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches. 
2nd ed. 10 vols. Pesht. French trans. J. J. Hellert under the title Histoire 
de l'Empire ottoman, 18 vols. (Paris, 1835-1841). 


Hammer-Purgstall, Joseph von, trans. 1834-1846. Travels of Evliya Chelebi. 2 
vols. London. 


Harney, Robert F., Anne McCarthy, and Isabel Kaprielian, eds. 1982. “Armenians 
in Ontario.” Polyphony 4, no. 2 (Fall/Winter). 


Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups. 1980. Stephan Thernstrom, 
Ann Orlov, and Oscar Handlin, eds. Cambridge, MA. 


Haykakan Sovetakan Hanragitaran (Armenian Soviet Encyclopedia). 1974-1986. 
12 vols. Erevan. 


Hekimian, Kim. 1990, “Armenian Immigration to Abgeatings 1909-1939.” Arme- 
nian Review 43, no. 1/169 (Spring). 


Heratsi, Mkhitar. See Mkhitar Heratsi. 

Herodotus. 1954. The Histories. Trans. Aubrey De Selincourt. London. 
Herodotus. Trans. A. D. Godley. 4 vols. Loeb Classical Library 

Hertslet, Edward. 1891. The Map of Europe by Treaty. Vol. 4. London. 
Hetoum. 1988. A Lytell Cronycle. Toronto. 

Hetum of Korikos. 1529. La Flor des Estoires de la Terre d'Orient. Paris. 


Hewsen, Robert H. 1978-1979. "Introduction to Armenian Historical Geography: 
The Nature of the Problem." Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 13. 


Hewsen, Robert H. 1983. "Introduction to Armenian Historical Geography: II. The 
Boundaries of Achaemenid Armenia." Revue des études arméniennes, 
n.s. 17. 


Hewsen, Robert H. 1984. "Introduction to Armenian Historical Geography: III. 
The Boundaries of Orontid Armenia." Revue des études arméniennes, 
n.s. 18. 


Hewsen, Robert H. 1992. The Geography of Ananias of Shirak: Introduction, 
Translation and Commentary. Wiesbaden. 


Hofmann, Tessa. 1985. “German Eyewitness Reports of the Genocide of the 
Armenians 1915-16." In A Crime of Silence: The Armenian Genocide, 
Permanent People's Tribunal. London. l 


Hourani, Albert H. 1947. Minorities in the Arab World. London. 
Housepian, Marjorie. 1972. Smyrna 1922: The Destruction of a City. London. 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1962. “The Armenian Communities of Southern and 
Eastern Asia.” Armenian Review 15 (Autumn). 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1967. Armenia on the Road to Independence, 1918. 
Berkeley, Los Angeles. 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1971-1996. The Republic of Armenia. 4 vols. Berkeley, 
Los Angeles, London. l 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 455 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1974, “The Ebb and Flow of the Armenian Minority in 
the Arab Middle East.” Middle East Journal 28, no. 1 (Winter). 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1991. “Altruism in the Armenian Genocide of 1915.” In 
Embracing One Another, eds. Samuel and Pearl Oliner. New York. 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1993. “The Armenian Diaspora and the Narrative of 
Power.” In Diasporas in World Politics, eds. Dimitri C. Constas and 
Athanassios G. Platias. London. 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1994. “The Etiology and Sequelae of the Armenian 
Genocide.” In The Conceptual and Historical Dimensions of Geno- 
cide, ed. George J. Andreopoulos. Philadelphia. 


Hovannisian, Richard G. 1994a. “Historical Memory and Foreign Relations: The 
Armenian Perspective.” In The Legacy of History in Russia and the 
New States of Eurasia, ed. S. Frederick Starr. Armonk, NY, and 
London. 


Hovannisian, Richard G., ed. 1980. The Armenian Holocaust: A Bibliography 
Relating to the Deportations, Massacres, and Dispersion of the Arme- 
nian People, 1915-1923, Cambridge, MA. 


Hovannisian, Richard G., ed. 1986. The Armenian Genocide in Perspective. New 
Brunswick, NJ. 


Hovannisian, Richard G., ed. 1992. The Armenian Genocide: History, Politics, 
Ethics. London, New York. 


(Hovhannes Draskhanakerttsi) Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i. 1987. Yovhannes 
Drasxanakertc ‘i, History of Armenia. Trans, K. H. Maksoudian. At- 
lanta. 


Hovhannes Makuetsi (Yovhannés Makuec‘i) (Hovhannes of Maku). 1969. “Oghb 
Hayastanay Ashkharhi Erevanay ev Jughayu” (Lament on the Land of 
Armenia, Erevan, and Julfa). In Hay mijnadarian patmakan oghber 
(Medieval Armenian Historical Laments), ed. P. M. Khachatrian. 
Erevan. 


(Hovhannes Mamikonian) Yovhannés Mamikonean. 1993, Pseudo-Yovhannés 
Mamikonean, The History of Tarón (Patmutiwn Tarónoy): Historical 
Investigation, Critical Translation and Historical and Textual Com- 
mentaries. Trans. Levon Avdoyan. Atlanta. 


(Hovhannes Mandakuni) Johannes Mandakuni. 1927. “Reden des armenischen 
Kirchenvaters Johannes Mandakuni.” Trans. J. Blatz and S. Weber. In 
Ausgewählte Schriften der armenischen Kirchenvater, ed. S. Weber, 
vol. 2. Munich. 


(Hovhannes Odznetsi) Johannis Ozniensis. 1834. Johannis Ozniensis Opera. 
Trans. J. Aucher. 2 Vols. Venice. 


Hovhannes Tlkurantsi (Hovhannes of Tlkuran). 1958. (Khev) Hovhannes 
Tlkurantsi Taghagirk (Book of Tagh Poems by [Crazy] Hovhannes of 
Tikuran). Ed. N. Bogharian. Jerusalem. 


Hovhannisian, Ashot, comp. 1926. Hayastani avtonomian ev Antantan: 
Vaveragrer imperialistakan paterazmi shrdjanits (Armenia’s Auton- 


456 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


omy and the Entente: Documents from the Period of the Imperialistic 
War). Erevan. 


Hovnatan, Naghash. 1983. Tagher (Tagh Poems). Ed. A. Mnatsakanian. Erevan. 


Hudson, Michael C. 1968. The Precarious Republic: Political Modernization in 
Lebanon. New York. 


Hughes, Byron O. 1939. “The Physical Anthropology of Native Born Armenians.” 
PhD. diss., Harvard University. Published as “Occasional Paper no. 6 
of the Society for Armenian Studies.” Photocopy (1986). 


Ibn Hawkal. 1964. Configuration de la terre. Trans. J. H. Kramers and G. Wiet. 2 
vols. Paris. 


Inglisian, V. 1963. “Die armenische Literatur.” In Armenisch und kaukasische 
Sprachen, ed. G. Deeters (Handbuch der Orientalistik, 1, 7). 


Islam Ansiklopedisi. 1945-88. 1st ed. See especially “Ak-Koyunlu” and "Kara- - 
: Koyunlu," Vladimir Minorsky. Istanbul. 


Jahukian, G. B. 1987. Hayots lezvi patmutiun: Nakhagrayin zhamanakashrjan 
(The History of the Armenian Language: The Pre-Literate Period). 
Erevan. 


Jennings, R. 1976. "Urban Population in Anatolia in the Sixteenth Century: A 
Study of Kayseri, Karaman, Amasya, Trabzon and Erzurum." Interna- 
tional Journal for Middle Eastern Studies 7. 


Johannes Mandakuni. See Hovhannes Mandakuni. 
Johannis Ozniensis. See Hovhannes Odznetsi. 
Kapoian-Kouymjian, Angéle. 1988. L'Egypte vue par les Arméniens. Paris. 


Kaprielian, Isabel. 1987. “Migratory Caravans: Armenian Sojourners in Canada.” 
Journal of American Ethnic History 6, no. 2 (Spring). 


Karakashian, Madatia. 1895. Critical History of the Armenians (in Armenian). 


Kardashian, Ardashes. 1943. Niuter Egiptosi Hayots patmutian hamar. (Materials 
for the History of the Armenians of Egypt). Cairo. 


Karst, J., ed. 1905. Armenisches Rechtsbuch. 2 vols. Strassburg. 


Katerdjian, Hovsep. 1849, 1852. Tiezerakan Patmutiun (Universal History). 2 
vols. Venice. 

Kayaloff, Jacques. 1973. The Battle of Sardarabad. The Hague. 

Kazemzadeh, Firuz. 1951. The Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921. New 
York, Oxford. 


Kazemzadeh, Firuz. 1974. “Russian Penetration of the Caucasus." In Russian 
Imperialism from Ivan the Great to the Revolution, ed. Taras Hunczak. 
New Brunswick, NJ. 


Kazhdan, A.P. 1975. Armiane v sostave gospodstvuiushchego klassa Vizantiiskoi 
Imperii v XI-XII vv. Erevan. 


Kecharetsi, Khachatur. See Khachatur Kecharetsi. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 457 


Kerr, Stanley E. 1973. The Lions of Marash: Personal Experience with American 
Near East Relief, 1919-1922. Albany, NY. 

Kevorkian, Garo. 1954-67/68. Amenun taregirke (Everyone’s Almanac). Beirut. 

Khachatur Kecharetsi (Khachatur of Kecharis). 1958. Khachatur Kecharetsi xiti- 
xiv dd. Ed. T. Avdalbegian. Erevan. 

Khachikian, Levon. 1950. Colophons of Fourteenth Century Armenian Manu- 
scripts (in Armenian). Erevan. 


Khachikian, Levon. 1955, 1958, 1967. Fifteenth Century Armenian Manuscript 
Colophons (in Armenian). 3 vols. Erevan. Partial English trans. A. K. 
Sanjian. Cambridge, MA, 1969. 


Khachikian, Levon. 1972. In Hay zhoghovrdi patmutiun (History of the Armenian 
People), Armenian Academy of Sciences, vol. 4. Erevan. 

Khatisian, Alexandre. 1930. Hayastani Hanrapetutian dsagumn u zargatsume 
(The Creation and Development of the Republic of Armenia). Athens. 

(Khatisian, Alexandre) Khatissian, Alexander. 1950. “The Memoirs of a Mayor, 
Part IV." The Armenian Review 3, no. 2 Cue: 

Khorenatsi, Movses. See Movses Khorenats'i. 

Kirakos Gandzaketsi (Kirakos of Gandzak). 1961. Patmutiun hayots (History of 
the Armenians). Ed. K. A. Melik-Ohanjanian. Erevan. 

Kirakos Gandzaketsi. 1986. History of the Armenians. Trans. R. Bedrosian. New 
York. 


Kiuleserian, Babgen. 1939. Patmutiun katoghikosats Kilikioy (1441-en minchev 
mer orere) (History of the Catholicosate of Cilicia [from 1441 to Our 
Days]). Antelias. 


Kiumurjian, Eremia Chelebi. 1913, 1932, 1939. Stampoloy patmutüin (History of 
Istanbul). 3 vols. Vienna. 

Kloian, Richard D., comp. 1985. The Armenian Genocide: News Horon from 
the American Press, 1915-1922. 3rd ed. Berkeley. 

Knapp, Grace H. 1915. The Mission at Van. New York. 

Knik Havatoy (The Seal of Faith). 1974. Louvain 

Koriun. 1964. The Life of Mashtots. Trans. B. Norehad. New York. Reprinted 1985 
in the Delmar Classical Armenian Text Series. New York. 

Kostandin Erznkatsi (Constantine of Erzinka). 1962. Tagher (Tagh Poems). Ed. 
A. Srapian. Erevan. 


Kouymjian, Dickran. 1975. “The Canons Dated 1280 A.D. of the Armenian 
Akhi-Type Brotherhood of Erzinjan.” In part I, vol. 2 of Actes du XXIX" 
congrés international des orientalistes, Paris, 1973. Paris. 


Kouymjian, Dickran. 1982. “L’ Arménie sous les dominations des Turcomans et 
des Ottomans (X°-XVI° siécles)." In Histoire des Arméniens, ed, 
Gérard Dédéyan. Toulouse. 


Kouymjian, Dickran. 1983. “Dated Armenian Manuscripts as a Statistical Tool for 
l Armenian History.” In Medieval Armenian Culture; T. Samuelian and 


458 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


M. Stone, eds. University of Pennsylvania Armenian Texts and Stud- 
ies, vol. 6. Chico, CA. 


Kouymjian, Dickran. 1988. “A Critical Bibliography for the History of Armenia 
from 1375 to 1605.” Armenian Review 41/1 (Spring). 


Kouymjian, Dickran. 1994. “From Disintegration to Reintegration: Armenians at 
the Start of the Modern Era, XVIth-XVIIth Centuries.” Revue du 
monde arménien 1. 


Krikorian, Mesrob K. 1978. Armenians in the Service of the Ottoman Empire, 
1860-1908. London. 


Kuper, Leo. 1982. Genocide: Its Political Use in the Twentieth Century. New 
Haven, London. 


Kurat, Y. T. 1967. “How Turkey Drifted into World War.” In Studies in Interna- 
tional History, K. Bourne and D. C. Watt, eds. London. 


Kurkjian, Vahan M. 1958. A History of Armenia. New York. 
Landau, Jacob M. 1981. Pan-Turkism in Turkey: A Study of Irridentism. London. 
Lang, David Marshall. 1981. The Armenians: A People in Exile. London. 


Lang, David Marshall, and Christopher J. Walker. The Armenians. Minority Rights 
Group, no. 32 (revised). London. 


Lastivertc‘i, Aristakes. See Aristakes Lastiverttsi. 


Laurent, J. 1919. L'Arménie entre Byzance et l'Islam. Paris. Revised and enlarged 
edition by M. Canard (Lisbon, 1980). 


Lazar P'arpec'i. See Ghazar Parpetsi. 

Lazian, Gabriel. 1957. Hayastan ev hai date (Armenia and the Armenian Ques- 
tion). Cairo. 

Le Strange, Guy. 1939. Lands of the Eastern Caliphate. Cambridge, UK. 


Le Strange, Guy, ed. and trans. 1926. Don Juan of Persia, A Shi'ah Catholic, 
1560-1604. New York, London. 


Lebon, J. 1929. “Les citations patristiques du Sceau de la foi.” Revue d'histoire 
ecclésiastique 5. 


Lehatsi, Simeon. See Simeon Lehatsi. 

Lepsius, Johannes. 1897. Armenia and Europe: An Indictment. London. 

Lepsius, Johannes. 1916, 1919a. Der Todesgang des armenischen Volkes. Pots- 
dam. 

Lepsius, Johannes, ed. 1919. Deutschland und Armenien, 1914-1918. Potsdam. 


Lewis, Bernard. 1968. The Emergence of Modern Turkey. 2nd ed. London, New 
York. 


Lockhart, L. 1938. Nadir Shah. London. 


Lockhart, L. 1958. The Fall of the Safavid Dynasty and the Afghan Occupation of 
Persia. Cambridge, UK. 


Luckenbill, Daniel David. 1989. Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia. 2 vols. 
Reprint, London. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II - 459 


Lydolph, P. E. 1970. Geography of the U.S.S.R. 2nd ed. New York. 

Lynch, H. F. B. 1901. Armenia: Travels and Studies. 2 vols. London. 

Lynch, H. F. B. 1990. Armenia: Travels and Studies. 2 vols. London, 1901. 
Reprint, New York. 

Maalouf, A. 1984. The Crusades Through Arab Eyes. New York. 

Magistros, Grigor. See Grigor Magistros (Grigor the Magister) Pahlavuni. 


Mahé, J.-P. 1993. "L'Eglise arménienne de 611 à 1066." In Histoire du 
christianisme, vol. 4, ed. J.-M. Mayeur et al. Paris. 


Maksoudian, Krikor. 1988-1989. "The Chalcedonian Issue and the Early 
Bagratids: The Council of Sirakawan." Revue des études arméniennes 
21. 

Makuetsi, Hovhannes. See Hovhannes Makuetsi. 

Mallory, J. P. 1989. In Search of the Indo-Europeans: Language, Archaeology and 
Myth. London. 

Mamikonean, Yovhannés. See (Hovhannes Mamikonian) Yovhannés 
Mamikonean. 

Manandian, Hakob. 1963. Tigrane II et Rome. Lisbon. Original Armenian edition, 
Erevan, 1940. 


(Manandian) Manandyan, Hakob. 1965. The Trade and Cities of Armenia in 
Relation to Ancient World Trade. Trans. and ed. Nina Garsoian. Lis- 
bon. 


Mandakuni, John (Johannes). See Hovhannes Mandakuni. . 
Mandelstam, André. 1917. Le sort de l'empire Ottoman. Paris, Lausanne. 


"Manifest H. H. Dashnaktsutian" (Manifesto of the Armenian Revolutionary 
Federation). 1958. In Droshak: Hai Heghapokhakan Dashnaktsutian 
Organ, 1890-1897 (n.p.) 


Mariés, L. 1924. “Le De Deo d'Eznik de Kolb. Etude de critique littéraire et 
textuelle." Revue des études arméniennes 4. 


Mathews, T. F., and A. K. Sanjian. 1991. Armenian Gospel Iconography: The 
Tradition of the Glajor Gospel. Dumbarton Oaks Studies, 29. Wash- 
ington, D.C. 


Mathieson, R. S. 1975. The Soviet Union: An Economic Geography. New York. 


Matossian, Mary Kilbourne. 1962. The Impact of Soviet Policies in Armenia. 
Leiden. 


‘Meillet, Antoine. 1936. Esquisse d'une grammaire comparée de l'arménien 
classique. 2nd ed. Vienna. 


Mekhitar, Abbot, 1749. Dictionary of the Armenian Language (in Armenian). 
Mekhitar, Abbot. 1985. Grammar in Armeno-Turkish (in Armenian). 


Melson, Robert F. 1992. Revolution and Genocide: On the Origins of the Armenian 
Genocide and the Holocaust. Chicago, London. 


Metzopetsi, Tovma. See Tovma Metzopetsi. 


460 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Mikayelian, V. A. 1960. Hayastani giughatsiutiune Sovetakan ishkhanutian 
hamar mghvads paikari zhamanakashrdjanum (1917-20) (The Peas- 
antry of Armenia during the Period of Struggle for Soviet Power, 
[1917-1920]). Erevan. 


Minorsky, Vladimir. 1953. Studies in Caucasian History. London. 


Minorsky, Vladimir. 1953a. “Thomas of Metsop on the Timurid-Turkman Wars.” 
In To Professor M. Shafi. Lahore. 

Minorsky, Vladimir. 1958. A History of Sharvan and Darband. Cambridge and 
London. 


Mirak, Robert. 1980. “Armenians.” In Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic 
Groups, Stephan Thernstrom, Ann Orlov, and Oscar Handlin, eds. 
Cambridge, MA. 


Mirak, Robert. 1983. Torn Between Two Lands: Armenians in America, 1890 to 
World War I. Cambridge, MA. 


Mkhitar, Gosh. 1975. Girk datastani (Judicial Manual). Ed. Kh. Torosian. Erevan. 
Mkhitar Heratsi. 1832. The Consolation of Fevers (in Armenian). Venice. 


Mkhitar Heratsi (Mekhitar of Her). 1971. In Hay groghner (Armenian Writers). 
Jerusalem. 


(Mkhitar Sasnetsi) Mxit'ar Sasnec'i (Mekhitar of Sasun). 1993. Theological 
Discourses. Trans. S. P. Cowe. Vol. 21 (in Armenian), and vol. 22 (in 
English) of Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium. Louvain. 


Mkrtich Naghash. 1965. Mkrtich Naghash. Ed. E. D. Khondkarian. Erevan. 
Morgenthau, Henry. 1918. Ambassador Morgenthau's Story. Garden City, NY. 


Mouradian, Claire. 1979. "L'immigration des Arméniens de la diaspora vers la 
RSS d' Arménie, 1946-1962." Cahiers du Monde russe et sovietique 
20, no. 1 (January-March). 


Mouradian, Claire. 1990. De Staline à Gorbachev: Histoire d'une République 
sovietique. l'Arménie. Paris. 


(Movses Daskhurantsi) Movsés Dasxuranc'i. 1961. The History of the Caucasian 
Albanians. Trans. C.J.F. Dowsett. London. 


(Movses Khorenatsi) Moses Khorenats‘i (Moses of Khoren). 1978. History of the 
Armenians. Trans. and Comm. Robert W. Thomson. Cambridge, MA. 


Mserlian, Kevork. 1947. Akanavor hayer Ekibtosi medj (Distinguished Armenians 
in Egypt). Cairo. 


Mutafian, Claude. 1993. Le royaume arménien de Cilicie, XII -XIV* siècle. Paris. 
Naghash, Mkrtich. See Mkrtich Naghash. 


Nalbandian, Louise. 1963. The Armenian Revolutionary Movement. Berkeley, Los 
Angeles. 

Nalbandian, Mikayel. 1940-1948. Erkeri liakatar zhoghovatsu (Complete Collec- 
tion of Works). 4 vols. Erevan. 


Nassibian, Akaby. 1984. Britain and the Armenian Question, 1915-1923. London. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 461 


Nerses Shnorhali (Nerses the Gracious). 1973. Oghb Edesioy (Lament on Edessa). 
Ed. M. Mkrtchian. Erevan. 


Nersissian, V. 1984. *Medieval Armenian Poetry and Its Relation to Other Liter- 
atures." In Armenia: Annual Volume Review of National Literatures, 
ed. Vahé Oshagan, vol. 13. New York. 


Néve, F. 1861. “Exposé des guerres de Tamerlane et de Schah-Rokh dans I’ Asie 
occidentale, d'aprés la chronique arménienne inédite de Thomas de 
Medzoph." In Académie royale des sciences, des lettres et des beaux- 
arts de Belgique: Mémoires, couronnés, vol. 11/4. Brussels. 

Niepage, Martin. 1975. The Horrors of Aleppo. London, 1917. Reprint, New York. 

Olmstead, A. T. 1948. History of the Persian Empire. Chicago. 

Orbelian, Stepanos. 1859. History of the Region of Sisakan by Stepanos Orbelian, 
Archbishop of Siunik' (in Armenian). Ed. K. Shahnazariants. Paris. 

Orbelian, pes epa 1864. Histoire de la Siounie par Stépannos Orbelian. 'Trans. 

M.-F. Brosset. St. Petersburg. 

Ormanian, Malachia. 1912, 1914, 1927. Azgapatum (National HE): Vols. 1-2, 
Constantinople. Vol. 3, Jerusalem. 

Ormanian, Malachia. 1955. The Church of Armenia. Trans. Marcar Gregory. 2nd 
ed. London. 

Oshagan, Vahé. 1982. The English Influence on West Armenian Literature in the 
Nineteenth Century. Cleveland. 

Oshagan, Vahé. 1986. “Literature of the Armenian Diaspora.” World Literature 
Today, 60.2. 

Oshagan, Vahé, ed. 1984. Armenia: Annual Volume Review of National Litera- 
tures, Vol. 13. New York. 

Pahlavuni, Grigor. See Grigor Magistros (Gregory the Magister). 

P'arpec'i, Lazar. See Ghazar Parpetsi. 

Papazian, H. 1972. In Hay zhoghovrdi patmutiun (History of the Armenian 
People), Armenian Academy of Sciences. Vol. 4. Erevan. 

Papikian, Hakob. 1909. Adanayi egherne (The Adana Calamity). Constantinople. 

Pavstos Buzand P'awstos Buzand. 1989. The Epic Histories: Attributed to 


P'awstos Buzand (Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk‘). Trans. and comm. N. 
G. Garsoian. Harvard Armenian Texts and Studies, 8. Cambridge, MA. 


Pechevi. 1961. Ta’rikh (History). In Contemporary Turkish Sources on Armenia 
and the Armenian (in Armenian), ed. A. Safrastian, vol. 1. Erevan. 


Perikhanian, A. 1967. "Une inscription araméenne du roi ArtaSés trouvée à 
Zanguézour (Siwnik‘).” Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 3. 


Permanent People's Tribunal. 1985. A Crime of Silence: The Armenian Genocide. 
London. 


Piotrovsky, B. B. 1967. Urartu: The Kingdom of Van and Its Art. Trans. P. Gelling. 
London. Originally Published as Vanskoe tsarstvo (Urartu) (Moscow, 
1959). 


462 . BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Pipes, Richard. 1964. The Formation of the Soviet Union. Cambridge, MA. 
Pitcher, D. E. 1972. An Historical Atlas of the Ottoman Empire. Leiden. 
. Pliny. Natural History. Trans. H. Rackham. 10 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 


Plutarch. “Crassus.” Lives. Trans. B. Perrin. Vol. 3. pp. 314/5-422/3. Loeb Clas- 
sical Library. 

Plutarch. "Lucullus." Lives. Trans. B. Perrin. Vol. 2. pp. 470/1-610/1. Loeb 
Classical Library. 

Plutarch. "Pompey." Lives. Trans. B. Perrin. Vol. 5. pp. 116/7-324/5. Loeb 
Classical Library. 

Polybius. The Histories. Trans. W. R. Patron. 6 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 

Procopius. "Buildings." Works. Trans. H.B. Dewing. Vol. 7. Loeb Classical 


Library. 

Procopius. "The Gothic War." Works. Trans. H.B. Dewing Vols. 3-5. Loeb 
Classical Library. 

Procopius. “The Persian War." Works. Trans. H.B. Dewing Vol. 1. Loeb Classical 
Library. 


Pseudo-Sebeos. See Sebeos. 

Qazvini. 1919. The Geographical Part of the Nuzhat-al-Qulub of Hamd-Allah 
Mustawfi of Qazvin. Trans. G. Le Strange. London. 

Recueil des Historiens des Croisades: Documents arméniens. 1906. Vol. 2. Paris. 

Renfrew, Colin. 1987. Archaeology and Language: The Puzzle of Indo-European 
Origins. New York. 

Renoux, C. 1993. "Langue et littérature arméniennes." In Christianismes Ori- 
entaux, ed. M. Albert et al. Paris. 

Res Gestae Divi Augusti. Ed. and trans. F. W. Shipley. Loeb Classical Library. 

Rudt-Collenberg, W. H. 1963. The Rupenides, the Hethumides, and Lusignans. 
Paris. 


Russell, James R. 1982. “Zoroastrian Problems in Armenia: Mihr and Vahagn." 
In Classical Armenian Culture, ed. T. J. Samuelian. University of 
Pennsylvania Armenian Texts and Studies, vol. 4. 


Russell, James R. 1984. “Pre-Christian Armenian Religion.” In Aufsteig und 
Niedergang der Rómischen Welt, 11.18.4, ed. W. Haase and H. Tem- 
porini. 

Russell, James R. 1987. "A Mystic's Christmas in Armenia." Armenian Review 
40, no. 2-158 (Summer). . 

Russell, James R. 1987a. Yovhannés T'lkuranc ‘i and the Medieval Armenian Lyric 
Tradition. Atlanta. 

Russell, James R. 1987b. Zoroastrianism in Armenia. Harvard Iranian Series, 5. 
Cambridge, MA. 

Russell, James R. 1989. “The Craft and Mithraism Reconsidered.” Proceedings of 
the American Lodge of Research (Masonic), New York. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 463 


Russell, James R. 1993. “Tork‘ and Tarkhu." Proceedings, Second International 
Conference on the Armenian Language, Erevan, September 1987. 


Russia, Ministerstvo Inostrannykh Del SSSR. 1924. Razdel Aziatskoi Turtsii po 
sekretnym dokumentam b. ministerstva inostrannykh del. Ed. E. A. 
Adamov. Moscow. 


Russia, Ministerstvo Inostrannykh Del SSSR. 1957. Dokumenty vneshnei politiki 
SSSR. Vol. 1. Moscow. 


Sachar, Howard M. 1969. The Emergence of the Middle East, 1914-1924. London. 


Safrastian, A. 1961, 1964, 1967,1972. Contemporary Turkish Sources on Armenia 
and the Armenians (in Armenian). 4 vols. Erevan. 


Sanjian, Avedis K. 1965. The Armenian Communities in Syria under Ottoman 
Dominion. Cambridge, MA. 


Sanjian, Avedis K. 1969. Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 1301-1480: A 
Source for Middle Eastern History. Cambridge, MA. 


Sarkissian, A. O. 1938. History of the Armenian Question to 1885. Urbana, IL. 


Sarkissian, Karekin. 1965. The Council of Chalcedon and the Armenian Church. 
London. 


Sasnec‘i, Mkhitar. See Mkhitar Sasnetsi. 

The Scriptores Historiae Augustae. Ed. and trans. D. Magie. 3 vols. Loeb Classical 
Library. 

Sebastatsi, Asar. See Asar Sebastatsi. 

Sebastatsi, Buniat. See Buniat Sebastatsi. 

Sebeos. 1904. Histoire d'Heraclius. Trans. F. Macler. Paris. 

Setton, K. M., ed. 1969-1990. A History of the Crusades. 6 vols. Madison, WI. 

Shalian, A. 1964. David of Sassoun. Athens, OH. 

Shiragian, Arshavir. 1976. The Legacy. Boston. 

Shirakatsi, Anania. See Anania Shirakatsi. 


Shirinian, Lorne. 1990. Armenian-North American Literature: A Critical Intro- 
duction. New York. 


Shnorhali, Nerses. See Nerses Shnorhali. 


Simeon Aparantsi (Simeon of Aparan). 1969. "I veray arman Tavrizoy" (On the 
Capture of Tabriz). In Hay mijnadarian patmakan oghber (Medieval 
Armenian Historical Laments), ed. P. Khachatrian. Erevan. 


Simeon Lehatsi (Simeon of Poland). 1936. Ughegrutiun (Travel Journal). Ed. 
Nerses Akinian. Vienna. Russian trans. M. Darbinjan (Moscow, 1965). 
Partial Turkish trans. H. Andreasyan (Istanbul, 1964). Partial French 
trans. Angéle Kapoian-Kouymjian, L'Egypte vue par les Arméniens 
(Paris, 1988). Partial Polish trans. Zbigniew Kosciow (Warsaw, 1991). 


Siurmeian, A. 1935. Tsutsak hayeren dzeragrats Halepi (Catalogue of Armenian 
Manuscripts of Aleppo). Jerusalem. 


464 BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


Sommer, Ernst. 1919. Die Wahrheit tiber die Leiden des armenischen Volkes in 
der Türkei wührend des Weltkrieges. Frankfurt. 


Soviet Armenia. 1972. Moscow. 
Sprengling, M. 1953. Third Century Iran: Sapor and Kartir. Chicago. 


(Stepanos Asoghik) Acoghic. 1883. Etienne Acoghic de Daron, Histoire Uni- 
verselle. Trans. E. Dulaurier. Books 1 and 2. Paris. 


(Stepanos Asoghik) Asotik. 1917. Etienne Asotik de Taron, Histoire Universelle. 
Trans. F. Macler. Book 3. Paris. 


Strabo [of Amasia]. 1961. The Geography. Ed. and trans. H. L. Jones. Loeb 
Classical Library. 


Strom, Margot Stern, and William S. Parsons. 1982. Facing History and Our- 
selves: Holocaust and Human Behavior. Watertown, MA. 


Sue, Eugene. 1991. The Wandering Jew. Dedalus European Fiction Classics 
Series. New York. 


Suleiman, Michael W. 1967. The Political Parties in Lebanon: The Challenge of 
a Fragmented Culture. Ithaca, NY. 


Suny, Ronald Grigor. 1972. The Baku Commune, 1917-1918. Princeton. 
Suny, Ronald Grigor. 1983. Armenia in the Twentieth Century. Chico, CA. 


Suny, Ronald Grigor. 1993. Looking Toward Ararat: Armenia in Modern History. 
Bloomington, IN. 


Surmelian, Leon Z. 1946. I Ask You, Ladies and Gentlemen. London. 


Swietochowski, Tadeusz. 1985. Russian Azerbaijan, 1905-1920: The Shaping of 
National Identity in a Muslim Community. Cambridge, MA. 


Synodicon Orientale, ou Receueil des synods nestoriens. 1902. J. B. Chabot. Paris. 
Tacitus. Annales. Ed. and trans. J. Jackson. 3 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 
Taft, Elise Hagopian. 1981. Rebirth. Plandome, NY. 


Tallon, M., trans. 1955 “Livre des Lettres. I" Groupe: Documents concernant les 
relations avec les Grecs" (Book of Letters). Mélanges de l'Université 
de S. Joseph. 32, fasc. 1. Beirut. 

Tatevatsi, Grigor. See Grigor Tatevatsi. 

Tavrizhetsi, Arakel. See Arakel Tavrizhetsi. 

Ter Ghewondian, A. 1976. The Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia. 'Trans. Nina 
Garsoian. Lisbon. 


Ter Minassian, Anahide. 1973. “Le mouvement révolutionnaire arménien, 1890- 
1903." Cahiers du monde russe et sovietique 14, no. 4 (October- 
December). 


Thierry, J. M., and P. Donabedian. 1989. The Art of the Armenians. Paris. 
Thomas Artsruni. See Tovma Artsruni. 


Thomson, R. W. 1988-1989. "The Anonymous Story-Teller (also known as 
Pseudo-Sapuh)." Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 21. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 465 


Thomson, R. W. 1994. Studies in Armenian Literature and Christianity. Variorum. 
Aldershot, UK. 


Thomson, R. W. 1995. A Bibliography of Classical Armenian Literature to 1500 
AD. Turnhout. 
Tikurantsi, Hovhannes. See Hovhannes Tlkurantsi. 


Toumanoff, Cyril. 1963. Studies in Christian Caucasian History. Washington, 
D.C. . 


Toumanoff, Cyril. 1966. “Armenia and Georgia.” In Cambridge Medieval History, 
vol. 4, 2nd ed. 

Toumanoff, Cyril. 1969. “The Third-Century Arsacids: A Chronological and 
Genealogical Commentary.” Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 6. 

Toumanoff, Cyril. 1976. Manuel de généalogie et de chronologie pour l'histoire 
de la Caucasie chrétienne. Rome. 


Tournebize, Frangois. 1910. "Léon V de Lusignan dernier roi de l'Arméno- 
Cilicie.” Etudes publiées par des péres de la Compagnie de Jésus 122 
(Paris). 


Tournebize, François. 19102. Histoire politique et religieuse de l'Arménie. Paris. 


(Tovma Artsruni) Thomas Artsruni. History of the House of the Artsrunik‘. Trans. 
and Comm. R. W. Thomson. Detroit 1985. 


Tovma Metzopetsi (Thomas of Metzop). 1860. Patmutiun Lank Tamuray ev 
hadjordats iurots (History of Timur Lang and His Successors). Paris. 
Partial French trans. F. Néve (Brussels, 1861). 


Tovma Metzopetsi (Thomas of Metzop). 1892. Colophon. Tiflis. 


(Tovma Metzopetsi) T'ovma Metsobets‘i. 1987. History of Tamerlane and His 
Successors. Trans. R. Bedrosian. New York. 


Toynbee, Arnold J. 1915. Armenian Atrocities: The Murder of a Nation. London. 
Toynbee, Arnold J. 1917. Turkey: A Past and a Future. London. 
Toynbee, Arnold J. 1922. The Western Question in Greece and Turkey. London. 


Toynbee, Arnold J., ed. 1916. The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire 
1915-16: Documents Presented to Viscount Grey af Fallodon, Secre- 
tary for Foreign Affairs. London. 


` Türk Devrim Tarihi Enstitüsü. 1964. Atatiirk’iin tamim, telgraf ve beyannameleri 
(Ataturk's Circulars, Telegrams, and Declarations). Vol. 4, 7917-1938. 
Ankara. 


Turkey. 1919. Memorandum of the Sublime Porte Communicated to the American, 
British, French and Italian, High Commissioners on the 12th February 
1919. Constantinople. 


Ukhtanes. 1985, 1988. Bishop Ukhtanes of Sebastia: History of Armenia. Trans. 
Z. Arzoumanian. 2 Parts. Fort Lauderdale, FL. 


United States vs. Cartozian. 1925. 6 Federal Reporter, 2nd Series, 919 (District 
Court of Oregon). 


466 . BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 


United States. Department of State. 1943, 1946. Papers Relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States 1919: The Paris Peace Conference. 
Vols. 3-4, 6. Washington, D.C. 

United States. National Archives. Record Group 59. 


Uratadze, G. I. 1956. Obrazovanie i konsolidatsiia Gruzinskoi Demokraticheskoi 
Respubliki. Munich. 


Ussher, Clarence D. 1917. An American Physician in Turkey. Boston. 
Vanandetsi, Ghukas. See Ghukas Vanandetsi. 


Vardan Areveltsi. 1981. In Hay grakan knnadatutian krestomatia (Chrestomathy 
of Armenian Literary Criticism), ed. Zh. A. Kalantarian. Erevan. 


(Vardan Areveltsi) Vardan Arewelc‘i, 1989. “The Historical Compilation of 
Vardan Arewelc ^." Trans. R. W. Thomson, in Dumbarton Oaks Pa- 
pers. 43, pp. 125-226. 


Velleius Paterculus. Compendium of Roman History. Ed. and trans. F. W. Shipley. 
Loeb Classical Library. 


Vratzian, Simon. 1928. Hayastani Hanrapetutiun (The Republic of Armenia). 
Paris. 
Vryonis, Speros. 1971. The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the 


Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth Cen- 
tury. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London. 


Waldstreicher, David. 1989. The Armenian Americans. New York. 


Walker, Christopher J. 1980. Armenia: The Survival of a Nation. London, New 
York. 


Walker, Christopher J., ed. 1991. Armenia and Karabagh: The Struggle for Unity. 
London. s 


Wheeler-Bennett, John W. 1938. Brest Litovsk: The Forgotten Peace, March 
1918. London. 


Winkler, G. 1994. Koriwns Biographie des Mesrop Mastoc ' (Orientalia Christiana 
Analecta, 245), Rome. 


Woods, John. 1976. The Ag-Quyunlu: Clan, Confederation, Empire, A Study in 
15th/9th Century Turko-Iranian Politics. Minneapolis. 


Wyszomirski, M. J. 1975. "Communal Violence: The Armenians and Copts as 
Case Studies." World Politics 27, no. 3 (April). 


Xenophon. Anabasis. Ed. and trans. C. L. Brownson. 2 vols. Loeb Classical 
Library. 


Xenophon. Cyropaedia. Ed. and trans. W. Miller. 2 vols. Loeb Classical Library. 
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i. See Hovhannes Draskhanakerttsi. 
Yovhannés Mamikonean. See Hovhannes Mamikonian. 


Yuzbashian, K. 1975-1976. “L’ administration byzantine en Arménie aux X^ et XI 
siécles.” Revue des études arméniennes, n.s. 10. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VOLUMES I AND II 467 


Yuzbashian, K. 1988. Armianskie gosudarstva epokhi Bagratidov i Vizantiia IX-XI 
vy. Moscow. 

— Zarbhanalian, Garegin. 1905. Patmutiun hayeren dprutian (History of Armenian 
Literature). Vol 2. 2nd ed. Venice. 

Zulalian, M. K. 1959. “‘Deyshirme’-n (mankahavake) osmanian kaysrutian medj 
est turkakan ev haikakan aghbiurneri [The 'Devshirme' (Child-Gath- 
ering) in the Ottoman Empire According to Turkish and Armenian 
Sources]." Patma-Banasirakan Handes (Historical-Philological Jour- 
nal), nos. 2-3. Erevan. 


Zulalian, M. K. 1966. Jalalineri sharzhume (The Jelali Movement). Erevan. 


NOTES ON THE CONTRIBUTOR 


HAGOP BARSOUMIAN has concentrated on studies of the Armenian com- 
munity in the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century. He has 
published articles on the Armenian amira class and the constitutional 
movement. He prepared a draft of the chapter included in this volume 
while he was teaching at the Haigazian College in Beirut. Unfortu- 
nately, Dr. Barsoumian was abducted and disappeared in 1996 during 
the Lebanese civil war. The editor of this volume has completed the 
writing of his chapter. l 


